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Current Topics. 


The New County Court Judge. 

THE APPOINTMENT of Mr. FRANK HAMILTON MELLOR, K.C., 
to the county court judgeship at Manchester, rendered vacant 
by the transfer of Judge Parry to London, is very popular at 
the Common Law bar, where the general charm of the new 
judge has made him universally liked and esteemed. His 
honour must not be confused with any of his three brothers— 
sons of the late Sir JoHn MELLOR, a King’s Bench judge, who 
lived to see his ninetieth, year—namely, Master MELLOR, the 
King’s Remembrancer and Senior Common Law Master ; another 
brother who is Treasury Solicitor ; and a third who was Judge- 
Advocate-General and Chairman of Committees in the House of 
Commons. The Mellor family, indeed, seems to be following 
in the footsteps of the Pollocks and the Denmans, if one may so 
infer from the large number of judicial and legal appointments 
which have come its way. The new county court judge, we may 
add, is exceptionally well versed in a branch of law about which 
few lawyers know anything—namely, the practice on the Crown 
side. He is one of the editors of Short and Mellor’s Crown 


Office Practice. 


Juries and Damages for Slander and Libel. 

THE COMPLAINTS which were made at this time last year of 
arrears in the list of causes in the High Court are now replaced 
by complaints of attenuated lists and of a general lack of business, 
Trade appears to shew signs of revival in the chief manufactur- 
ing cities of the United Kingdom, but this revival does not 
appear to act as a stimulus to general litigation. Patent causes 
and cases relating to companies have ceased to form a material 
part of the business in the Chancery Courts, and libel and slander 
are the only forms of action which in the King’s Bench may be 
said to be in a flourishing condition. The perceptible increase 
in the amount of damages awarded by juries in newspaper libels 
is not easy to explain. It is thought by some persons that it 
dates from the enormous sum for which a newspayer was made 





liable during the last year. Fashion and imitation are ore of 
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the strongest features of modern existence, but it seems strange 
that they should influence one of the most ancient institutions 
of this country. 


Service of Foreign Process in this Country. 

WE PRINT elsewhere a set of new R.S.C. which have been 
made in reference to service in this country of foreign process. 
They are complementary to rule 8 of order 11, which was intro- 
duced in 1903, and will be numbered rules 9 and 10. Under order 
11, service of a writ out of the jurisdiction may be allowed in the 
cases mentioned in rule 1, but some Powers are sensitive as to 
service on their subjects of the process of a foreign court (see 
Hewitson v. Fabre, 21 Q. B. D. 6), and rule 6 provides that where 
the defendant is neither a British subject nor in the British 
dominions, notice of the writ, and not the writ itself, is to be 
served upon him. This, however, seems to have left some Powers 
still unsatisfied, and rule 8 provided that, in countries to which 
the rule should be applied by order of the Lord Chancellor, the 
notice of the writ should first be sealed with the seal of the 
Supreme Court, and then transmitted to the Foreign Secretary, 
with a copy translated into the language of the country of 
service, to be by him transmitted to the Government of that 
country ; thence would in due course come back a certificate, 
“transmitted through the diplomatic channel,” that the notice 
had been duly served in accordance with the law of the foreign 
country. Germany and Russia are the only countries to which 
this singular instance of red tape procedure has been applied. 
The new rules, it will be observed with surprise, introduce 
similar procedure for the service of foreign process in this 
country; and, moreover, the rules are certified as urgent, and 
are to come into operation at once. It would be interesting 
to know what is the reason of the urgency, and also what is the 
reason for introducing the rule at all and thus placing difficulty 
in the way of litigation between persons who belong to different 
countries. 


The Stamping of Transfers for Nominal 
Consideration. 

SOME MONTHS ago attention was called by correspondence in 
our columns (54 SoLiciTors’ JOURNAL, pp. 677, 703) to the burden 
which the Inland Revenue Commissioners are seeking to impose on 
secretaries of companies in connection with the stamping of 
transfers. Under section 17 of the Stamp Act, 1891, registering 
officers are subjected to a penalty if they record an instrument 
which is not “duly stamped.” It is a question whether this 
imposes on the secretary of a company to whom a transfer is 
brought for registration the duty of inquiring into the circum- 
stances of the transfer so as to satisfy himself that the stamp is 
correct, or whether he can accept any appropriate stamp which 
the instrument bears. The matter has become of considerable 
importance since the Finance Act, 1910, which imposed an ad 
valorem duty on voluntary transfers, Previous to the Act it was 
clear that a transfer for a nominal consideration only required 
a 10s, stamp, but since the Act the question whether the 


member of the Stock Exchange acting for one of the parties to 
the transfer. 


The Inland Revenue Commissioners’ Recent 
Circulars. 

THE FACT that it has been found necessary to issue two further 
circulars shews the difficulties which the new ad valorem stamp 
is causing. On the 5th of September, 1910, the Inland Revenue 
Commissioners issued a circular stating that it had been represented 
to them that, with a few exceptions, transfers to or from banks 
or their nominees clearly fell within the classes excepted from 
ad valorem duty, ard that it was not necessary or desirable that 
representatives of the banks, in furnishing certificates in regard 
to stamp duty, should specify the facts of each transaction. 
Accordingly the commissioners intimated that in the case of 
transfers executed by a well-known bank, or its official nominees, 
it was sufficient if the registering officer was furnished with a 
certificate by an accredited representative of the bank to the 
effect that the transfer was excepted from section 74 and was 
duly stamped. More recently a further step has been taken 
to relieve secretaries of the duty of inquiring into trans- 
actions. According to « circular issued in February, the 
secretary is not bound to inquire into the sufficiency of the 
stamp on a transfer for nominal consideration if the explan- 
ation of the transaction has been passed by an official deed- 
marking officer. For this purpose a written explanation of 
facts must be produced to the marking officer, and if he 
accepts it, he marks the explanation “ Transfer passed for 10s.,” 
and returns it for production to the registering officer, who can 
then safely act on it. In cases where a transfer for a nominal 
consideration is admittedly subject to ad valorem duty, it must 
in strictness bear an adjudication stamp (Finance Act, 1910, 
section 74 (2) ); but the circular of February authorizes secre- 
taries to accept ad valorem stamps without adjudication, if the 
stamp is on the’ market value of the stock at the date of the 
transfer. The Inland Revenue Commissioners are, of course, 
within their province in seeking to get as much produce as 
possible from the new duty ; but the exact scope of section 74 
is by no means clear, and it may be hoped that the difficulty of 
applying it in some transactions of common occurrence will soon 
give occasion to judicial decision, and so make the task of 
practitioners easier. 








Costs of Successful Plaintiff in Libel Cases. 

IN THE case of Crosland v. Bottomley and John Bull (Limited) 
(Times, March 24th) Mr. Justice DARLING deprived the plaintiff 
of his costs for a reason which, we believe, is somewhat novel. 
The action was for libel, and the plaintiff obtained a verdict in 
his favour from the jury, who assessed the damages at one 
farthing. The plaintiff did not go into the witness box ; his 
counsel proved the publication of the libel, and then left the 
defence to justify—which it failed to do. His lordship took the 
view that a plaintiff in a libel action ought to go into the box 
and expose himself to cross-examination, just as the defendant 








stamp must be ad ralorem or 10s. depends on the nature of the | 
transaction. If it is a gift, the ad valorem stamp is necessary ; 
if it is one of the transactions excepted by section 74 (6)— | 
mortgages, appointments of new trustees, &c.—then 10s. is | 
sufficient. Since, then, either ad valorem duty or 10s. may | 
be an appropriate duty, it would seem to be sufficient for the | 
secretary to see that the transfer bears one or other of these | 
duties. To require more turns him into a revenue officer. But | 
m various circulars issued from Somerset House it has been | 
claimed that the wider function is imposed by section 17, and that | 
secretaries cannot accept a transfer for a nominal consideration 
under a 10s, stamp without satisfying themselves by a certificate | 
signed by both transferor and transferee that the transaction is | 
within section 74 (6). This was the effect of the circular dated | 
the 29th of April, 1910. In the cireular of the 17th of June it 

was intimated that, while such a certificate was, as a general | 
rule, the best form of evidence,the Inland Revenue Commis- | 
sioners did not object to the receipt of other evidence provided 

it shewed, clearly and satisfactorily, the nature of the transac- | 
tion. It was added that certificates might thus be accepted from 
bank officials where the bank was the transferee, or from a 








does ; indeed, the language of the learned judge rather suggested 


| that he considered it always an unsportsmanlike thing for one 


party to stay out of the witness-box when the other party under- 
goes that ordeal. Accordingly, on this ground, and not on the 
ground that the verdict was contemptuous, or that the action 
should never have been brought, he deprived the plaintiff of his 
costs. It may possibly be that the action of the learned judge 
is defensible in the circamatances of the particular case, but we 
doubt whether it ought to be made a precedent or applied 
universally. If a plaintiff can prove his case without himeelf 
giving evidence there seems to be no reason why he should expose 
his whole character, conduct, and career to the ordeal of a 
severe cross-examination as to credit, especially since the great 
powers vested in counsel are always in some danger of being 
abused by a persistent advocate. Asa matter of fact, it is only 
very recently that the present wide discretion as to costs was 
vested in the King’s Bench judges. Prior to 1875, in the courts of 
Common Law, costs invariably followed the result ; whereas 1” 
the Chancery courts the judge had an unfettered discretion 1n 
every case where the plaintiff had a title to sue, and either 
succeeded or failed. Where he had no title to sue, the 
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defendant was entitled to his costs as of right. The R. S. C. 
1875, ord. 55, r. 1—now replaced by ord. 65, r. 1—put an end 
to the old practice in this respect, and adopted a new principle 
for both divisions of the High Court which is a compromise 
between the rules which formerly prevailed in each. 


The Modern Rule as to Costs. 

Now THE court has an absolute discretion as to costs except 
in two cases—namely, the costs of an executor, administrator, 
trustee or mortgagee, who is not to be deprived of them unless he 
has acted improperly, and the costs of a jury action, which are to 
follow the event unless for yood cause the court otherwise orders. 
The precise meaning of those words “for good cause,” which 
enable the judge to ignore the verdict of the jury so far as 
the awarding of costs is concerned, is still a little uncertain, but 
the main principles areclear. The general rule is thus stated 
in Cooper v. Whittingham (15 Ch. D. 501): “ Where a plaintiff 
comes to enforce a legal right, and there has been no misconduct 
on his part, the court cannot take away his right to costs” ; 
that case has been expressly applied to jury trials by the Court 
of Appeal in O'Connor v. Star Newspaper (68 L. T. 146). But in 
Fuster v. Farquhar (1893, 1 Q. B. 564) a strong Court of Appeal 
took a wide view of “misconduct,” and extended it to cover 
any conduct of one party which has added unreasonably to 
the burden of litigation imposed on the other party. The fact 
that the action is “frivolous and vexatious” has been held to be 
good cause : Macgregor v. Clay (4 T. L. R. 715). The smallness of 
damage, however, is not in itself good cause, unless it shews 
that the verdict was meant by the jury to be contemptuous : 
Tipping v. Jepson (1906, 22 T. L. R. 743). When one farthing is 
awarded, this is merely an element to be considered, it is not 
primi facie evidence that the action was unwarrantable or the 
verdict contemptuous: Moore v. Gill (4 T. L. R. 715). Now the 
fact that a plaintiff does not go into the witness-box, and yet 
succeeds in his action, neither indicates that the verdict of the 
jury was “ contemptuous ” nor adds to the “ burden of litigatiun 
imposed on the defendant,” nor, surely, is “ misconduct” on 
the part of the plaintiff. For this reason we see some difficulty 
in appreciating the relevancy of Mr. Justice DARLING’s expressed 
reason for depriving the plaintiff of his costs. 


The Public Trustee. 
SOME INTERESTING points with regard to appointing the 


Pablic Trustee were raised in the case of fe Leslie’s Estates 
(reported elsewhere). The principal question was whether the 
Public Trustee could be appointed sole trustee where the trust 
instrument provides that the number of trustees shall be not 
less than three. It was argued that the court had no power to 
reduce the number of the trustees, and, therefore, that it could 
not appoint the Public Trustee as sole trustee. But Ever, J., 
held that there was nothing in section 25 of the Trustee Act, 1893, 
which obliged the court to keep up the number of the trustees, 
and that section 5 of the Public Trustee Act, 1906, gave the court 
power to appoint him in the place of any number of orginal 
trustees. It was further argued that the Public Trustee could 
not be a trustee for the purposes of the Settled Land Act, 1882, 
since that Act contemplated that capital money should not be 
paid to fewer than two trustees. The learned judge, however, 
thought that a power to appvint new trustees must be in accord- 
ance with the statutory provisions in force, and, therefore, the 
Public Trustee could be appointed sole trustee. The third point 
raised was a novel and somewhat startling one. It was this: 
That there is nothing in the Public Trustee Act which enables 
the Public Trustee to hold land, and it was stated that the Public 
Trustee himself must have at one time taken this view, since in 
1908 he applied for a licence in mortmain to hold land. It was 
also argued in support of this view that the Public Trustee could 
not ho'd, or be admitted to, copyholds, for, being a corporation 
sole, there would be no fines payable on death. The judge, how- 
ever, had little difficulty in denting with these arguments. He 
thought that if he acceded to them he would be shutting his eyes 
to the whole purview of the Act. The Legislature contemplated 
that the Public Trustee should be clothed with all the attributes 


of an ordinary trustee and possess himself of the trust property. | Court of Appeal, held that the second accident had not incapaci- 


The reason why there was no express provision on the point 
was because it necessarily followed. With all our respect for 
the opinion of this distinguished judge, we venture to think 
that on the Settled Land Act point, at all events, his decision 
is somewhat doubtful. 


Recognition of Foreign Judgments. 

Tue BrrMincHaAM Chamber of Commerce recently addressed 
a letter to the Foreign Office on the subject of the enforcement 
of foreign judgments. The suggestion was made that a treatv 
might be concluded between Great Britain and France by which 
the mutual enforcement of judgments obtained in the courts of 
the two countries might be provided for. Sir EDWARD GREY’s 
answer is given in the Morning Post of March 23rd. He points 
out that the question of negotiating treaties of this kind with 
foreign powers has been under consideration on several occasions, 
bnt that it is not thought practicable to conclude any such treaty. 
The principal difficulty alleged is the divergence between the 
law of Great Britain and that of the continental countries. It 
is obvious that the mere drafting of the text of such a treaty 
between Great Britain and France, Italy, or Germany would 
present technical difficulties of an extraordinary kind. The 
whole of our law relating to the recognition and enforcement of 
foreign judgments in our courts would have to be reduced to 
definite propositions—in fact, codified. That would only be the first 
step. In view of the extreme improbability of any such task being 
| undertaken for a long time t» come, it is well that both legal practi- 
| tioners and the general public should recognize what precisely is 
the extent to which foreign judgments can be enforced here with- 
| out serious difficulty. The relevant provisions of the R. 8S. C. 
_are to be found in Ord. 3, r. 6, and Order 14. By Ord. 3, 
r. 6, “where the plaintiff seeks only to recover a debt or 
liquidated demand in money ptyable by the defendant, with or 
without interest, arising . . . upon acontract express or implied,” 
the writ may be specially indorsed. When the writ is so 
specially indorsed, the plaintiff may (if the defendant appears) 
apply under Order 14 “for liberty to enter final judgment ” 
unless the defendant can shew a good defence. The case of 
Grant v. Easton (13 Q. B. D. 302) decided in 1883 that an action 
on a foreign judgment is an action of debt. Brett, M.R., in 
delivering the judgment of the Court of Appeal, said: “An 
action on a judgment has been treated as an action of debt. 
‘ An action upon a foreign judgment may be treated 
as an action in either debt or assumpsit : the liability of the 
defendant arises upon the implied contract to pay the 
amount of the foreign judgment.” The summary pro- 
| cedure under Order 14 seems, so far as regards the cases to 
|which it applies, quite ase satisfactory as any process for 
registering the foreign judgment and issuing execution thereon 
| which could be devised and arranged for by a formal convention. 
Provision would have to be made for defences on the merits 
| being still available, just as under Order 14 in the existing pro- 
cedure. A defendant, too, who has a decision of a foreign court 
/on his side may often find himself quite adequately protected 
against the claim of the plaintiff in the English court. This 
happened in Sudlow v. Dutch Khenish Railway Co. (21 Beav. 43), 
where an English shareholder sued for relief against forfeiture of 
his shares. The plaintiff's bill was dismissed with costs, on the 
ground that there was a decision in the Datch courts opposed 
to the plaintiffs view. No formal convention with Holland could 
have secured the defendant in this case any better protection. 











Incapacity to Work. 


A cuRIOUS point came before the Court of Appeal on the 
18th ult. in the case of Ball v. William Hunt & Sons (reported 
| elsewhere). A workman, who had lost the sight of one eye by 
| an accident, continued working at his trade without diminution 
| of earning power and without his misfortune being discovered. 
| Through another accident to the same eye, which arose out of and 
| in the course of his employment, it had to be removed. His 
| infirmity now stood revealed and noone would employ him. He 
| applied for compensation under the Workmen’s Compensation 
| Act, 1906, but the county court judge, and the majority of the 
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tated him from work within the meaning of the Act so as to 
entitle him to compensation. The “incapacity to work,” they 
held, resulted from the first accident, as regards which no claim 
could be made. ‘The dissenting judge, Lord Justice FLETCHER 
MOULTON, took the view that “incapacity to work,” in the con- 
templation of the statute, did not necessarily mean “ physically 
incapacitated to do physical work”; it might include any state 
which, owing to subjective causes, in the mind of the employing 
community, would render it impossible for the man to get employ- 
ment. In other words, the statute is concerned with economic 
capacity to earn money, not physical capacity to do pea 
work. It is to be hoped that a case, in which so subtle and refined 
a question of legal interpretation has arisen, will be taken to 
the final Court of Appeal. 


The Effect of “First Option.” 

THE DECISION of WARRINGTON, J., in Ryan v. Thomas (ante, p. 
364) usefully calls attention to the real meaning of the case of | 
Manchester Ship Canal Co. v. Manchester Racecourse Co. (1901, 
2 Ch. 37) as to the effect of an agreement to give a “ first 
option” over property. Primé facie such an agreement is void | 
for uncertainty. It does not fix either the price of the property, 
or the time at which the option is to be exercised, or any of | 
the terms on which the property is to be sold. But in the 
Manchester case an agreement under which the canal company 
was to have “the first refusal” of certain lands had been 
scheduled to an Act of Parliament, and by the Act it was de- 
clared tobe valid and binding. Hence the objection that it was 
uncertain did not lie, and the court was bound to find a meaning 
for it; and this apparently was done by construing it as mean- 
ing that the vendor could not sell the land elsewhere without first 
informing the person entitled to the first refusal of the price 
which an intending purchaser was prepared to give, and offering 
it at that price. But in Ryan iv. Thomas WARRINGTON, J., has 
held that this meaning was due entirely to the statutory validity 
of the agreement. Where an agreement is simply infer partes, 
there is no reason for struggling to give certainty to what the 
parties themselves have left uncertain, and a stipulation giving a 
“ first option ” over property creates no contract which the court 
can enforce. 


Must the Debtor Always Seek Out His Creditor? 
THE STUDENT of law in search of broad and general principles 
will find it laid down in several cases that with regard to the 
payment of debts, if no certain place is appointed, the debtor is 
bound to find the creditor and tender him the money, provided | 
he is within the realm. One of the earliest of these authorities 
is a passage in Sheppard’s Touchstone, under the title “ Condition,” | 
in which it is said that in cases where there is no place set down 
for the doing of the thing contained in the condition, if the thing 
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law husband and wife were theoretically one, and neither could 
sue the other, except in a spiritual court. Then equity allowed 
suits between husband se wife in every case where the wife 
had separate estate in respect of which there was some contract, 
implied contract, or equity that affected her husband. The 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, by section 12, enabled g 
wife to take any proceedings in tort or otherwise necessary to 
protect her property from her husband, but conferred on him 
no corresponding right: Robinson v. Robinson (13 T. L. R. 564), 
Section 17 enables either spouse to take out an originating 
summons for the determination of any dispute as to the owner. 
ship of property claimed by both. The latter summons can be 
taken out in the county court, and it is possible that the decision 
to which we refer is based upon this proviso. 





The Public Trustee’s Investments. 

IN ANSWER to a question in the House of Commons, mentioned 
in an inspired communication to the Times of Thursday last, 
referring to, and obviously occasioned by, the important letter 
from “A Retired Trustee ” which — in our columns a 
fortnight ago (ante, p. 345), the Public Trustee has explained 


| his policy with regard to the selection of trust investments, 


We propose to consider his statements next week. 








Covenants to Settle a Wife’s Estate 
Tail. 


It was decided in /ilbers v. Parkinson (25 Ch. D. 200) and in 
Re Dunsany (1906, 1 Ch. 518) that an estate tail is not bound 
by a covenant in the usual form to settle the other or after- 
acquired property of the wife. We discussed these cases in 
50 Soxicitors’ JOURNAL, pp. 570, 591, where we gave reasons, 
founded on the older authorities, which were not cited in 
either of these cases, for thinking that these decisions were in- 
correct. As, however, the decision in Re Dunsany was delivered 
by the Court of Appeal, it must be considered as binding until 
the House of Lords overrules it, and we shall in this article 
assume that the above-mentioned decisions were correct. 

The covenant generally comprises two classes of property— 
namely, property to which the wife is entitled at the date of 
the marriage, and property to which she will become entitled 
during the coverture. If, however the first of these covenants 
is omitted, and the wife is entitled to an interest in property at 
the date of the marriage, and subsequently during the coverture 
becomes entitled to a different interest in that property, that 
interest is bound. A common example is where the wife is en- 
titled dt the time of the marriage to a vested remainder which 
In this case, in the 


ee ieee cee Oe ee eee oe ee oe labsence of the covenant relating to property to which she 
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the person to whom it is to be done if he be infra regnum Anglia. | hound: but if it falle into possession during ‘in ate id 
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The illustrations of this principle which are supplied by the learned | property to which she was entitled in remainder becomes 


author have little to do with the poorer classes of the community, | 


and we are not surprised to find that in modern times the rule 
has been subjected to some exceptions. In the recent case of 


Riley v. W. Holland & Sons (Limited), argued before the Court of | 


Appeal some weeks ago, Cozens-Harpy, M.R.,said that, although 
as a general principle a debtor ought to go to his creditor and 


|a lady is entitled to an estate tail, either in 


ound. 

Where the wife has an estate tail, and at any time during the 
coverture, by the operation of a disentailing assurance, she 
becomes entitled to any other estate or intorest in the land, it 
appears to become bound by the covenant. It follows that where 

ossession oF 


pay him, it was quite clear that this principle had no application | remainder, and it is intended that she should be able to do what 


to large employers of labour who had a regular pay-day and a 
regular pay office. The court will always escape from the tyranny | 
of a general rule where it appears to be inconsistent with the 
object of an agreement and the just intention of the parties. 


Suits between Husband and Wife. 

AN INTERESTING legal point, which does not appear to have 
been taken, is suggested to us by the case of Sherard v. Sherard | 
which was heard in the County Court of Northampton last week. | 
A husband sued his wife for the recovery of certain articles | 
belonging to him and alleged to be detained by her ; he obtained | 
judgment for the specific delivery of the same and damages for 
the detinue of others. It will occur at once to many of our 
readers that a husband cannot sue his wife in tort. At common 


she likes with the land, it will be proper to insert among the 
property intended to be excepted from the operation of the cove- 
nant “any estate or interest to which the wife may become entitled 
by the operation of a disentailing assurance.” favs 
Where it is intended that the property of which the wife is 
tenant in tail should be settled, two cases may occur :— ’ 
First, the wife may be tenant in tail in possession. In this 
case it will be proper to bar the estate tail before the marriage, 
and either to resettle the land in strict settlement or to convey 
it to trustees on trust for sale and to settle the proceeds as 
personalty. ait : 
Secondly, the wife may be tenant in tail in remainder. . If it 
‘8 probable that she will succeed to the estate tail in possession, it 


SrHoEa 









Wife 


Tact, 
The 
ed a 
y to 
him 
564), 
ting 
mer- 
| be 


sion 


ned 
ast, 
iter 
Sa 
ned 
nts. 


eS a Uc) CO 





April 1, rott. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


(Vol. 55.] 379 











will be proper to disentail, if possible with the consent of the 

ector, and to settle the property in either of the manners 
above mentioned. If the consent of the protector cannot be 
obtained, the better plan will be to create and settle a base fee, 
with a covenant to enlarge it on the cesser of the prior interests : 
see the form 2 K. & E. 113, which can readily be adapted. 

On the other hand, if the probability of the wife succeeding to 
the estate tail is remote, it will suffice to include in the property 
which is to be conveyed pursuant to the covenant “any property 
to which she shall become entitled in possession, subject only to 
aterm or terms of years, if any, for an estate in tail or in tail 
male at law or in equity,” adding after the words “ necessary 
parties if any ” the words “and in the case of an estate in tail, or 
in tail male, by a disentailing assurance perfected by enrolment.” 

It should, however, be remembered that if the wife disentails 
with the consent of the protector while her estate is reversionary, 
it will be possible to resettle the land without regard to the 
covenant, by limiting the land in the disentailing assurance to 
such uses as the protector and the wife shal! appoint and by 
making the resettlement by an appointment under the power. 
The covenant will only affect the estate or interest that the wife 
takes under the settlement, and if, as is probable, that is an 
estate for life, she will, by the operation of the covenant, take it 
for her separate use. 

It should be observed that, if the wife belongs to a wealthy 
family, she may become entitled to an estate tail under the will 
of a testator who dies after her marriage. No difficulty will 
occur by the covenant extending to such estate, as the 
testator can expressly declare that no interest that she may take 
under a disentailing assurance is to be bound by the covenant 
to settle. H. W. EF. 





The Subsoil in Common Fields. 


Foreshare and Aftershare. 





In the course of last year our columns were occupied with a 
discussion on the “ Subsoil in Common Fields,” and some marked 
divergence was shewn between our correspondents “ A. B.” and 
“H.” on the question whether there is any rule of law or 
presumption in whom the fee simple in the subsoil is vested when 
the common field is enjoyed by several persons in severalty 
during a portion of the year and is also enjoyed in common by the 
same persons during the remainder of the year (see 54 SoLicirors’ 
JOURNAL, pp. 175, 179, 194, 212). A somewhat analogous 
case came recently before Mr. Justice Joycr, and may throw 
some light on the subject: we are able to give a résumé of the 
case, but owing to the compromise of an appeal from his 
judgment, the case is not likely to be reported. The case referred 
to is Reynolds v. The Earl of Iichester (1908, R, No. 1960). 

A certain meadow called the Salt Meadow, situate within the 
Manor of S, had been for time out of mind enjoyed from 
Candlemas to Lammas by several persons in severalty. The right 
80 to occupy and enjoy, during the limited period, was commonly 
called a “foreshare,” and was conveyed as freehold of inheritance 
by the description generally of “ All that first cut shear, or 
feeding of ” a parcel containing so many acres of the Salt Meadow. 
The owner of the foreshare could fence his parcel during these 
months and either lay it up for hay and cut it, or feed it. 
But, in this place, these owners of foreshares had during the re- 
mainder of the year nocommon enjoyment of the meadow, which 
was let to the tenant of an adjoining farm belonging to the lord 
of the manor and occupied by him from Lammas to Candlemas. 
This tenancy had been in the same family for many generations 
under a yearly agreement without writing, and there was no 
available evidence to show the description by which it had been 
let. In fact, it was usually called “the aftershare.” One of the 
issues raised in the action was, Where was the fee simple in the 
land? Did it go with the foreshare, or with the aftershare, or 
was it independent of both? The case was complicated by the 
fact that the particular parcel in question (a corner of the old 
meadow) had for nearly a century ceased to be meadow at all, 





and for the greater part of that period had been used mainly as | suppose that a grant of foreshare carries the soil any more than 


an adjunct to an adjacent shipbuilding yard. On the failure of 
the shipbuilding and determination of the lease of the 
adjoining yard a few years ago the lord of the manor had 
taken possession and converted it into allotment gardens. 

The plaintiffs (who were owners of an adjoining freehold) 
had purchased the foreshare (described as above) in two 
acres of this meadow. They had also taken a supplemental 
conveyance of the aftershare in the same two acres under a 
possessory title for more than twenty years from the successors 
of the persons who were said to have occupied the whole parcel 
for the whole of each year during the shipbuilding period, 
without interruption from the lord of the manor or his tenant 
The plaintiffs sued the lord of the manor for a declaration of 
their title to the whole parcel in fee simple, and possession, or in 
the alternative to possession, subject only to a profit 4 prendre in 
the nature of aftershare. Their argument may be summarised 
thus: We are the owners of the foreshare ; the foreshare carries 
the fee simple in the land (/V’ard v. Petlifer, Croke Car., p. 362): 
the aftershare was only a profit a prendre which has not been, 
and could not be, exercised for nearly a century, and was 
abandoned and extinguished during the shipbuilding period, and 
our fee simple is released from it, Further, if the aftershare is 
still in any way subsisting, we have got it in the supplemental 
conveyance ; but if the possessory title is not established, we 
are in any case entitled to the fee simple subject to the aftershare 
as a profit il prendre i 

The defendants’ argument on this point may be shortly stated 
thus: The foreshare does not carry the fee in the land ; it is 
prima facie only a profit & prendre in the nature of sola vestura 
for part of the year. It is matter for evidence and inference 
where the fee in the soil is (Stammersv. Diron,7 East 200—-where it 
was held to go with the aftershare). There may be foreshare and 
aftershare, both freehold, vested in different persons other than 
the owner in fee of the soil. Where the foreshares in one field 
are held in severalty by many persons, and the aftershare in the 
whole belongs to one other person, the inference is irresistible 
that the fee simple in the soil goes with the aftershare rather 
than with the foreshares : especially where that other person is 
the lord of the manor. The plaintiffs say that the aftershare is 
not exercisable but extinguished, so they take nothing by their 
supplemental conveyance: 4 fortiori, the foreshare is not 
exercisable but extinguished, so they take nothing by their 
first conveyance. The soil always was, and still is, vested in the 
lord, and he is in possession free from any profil a prendre, 
whether by way of foreshare or aftershare. 

The argument also involved the further point whether a 
recurring profit @ prendre like a foreshare or aftershare can be 
acquired by possession under any Statute of Limitations so as 
to bar the owner of the other share or the owner of the soil. 

On these two questions we propose to quote from the short- 
hand notes some remarks of the learned judge, sgn, Dagon 
however, with the caution that they do not purport to be, and 
must not be taken to be, more than obifer dicta. They are care- 
fully considered dicta, for judgment was reserved, but the learned 
judge in dismissing the action relied largely on other defects in 
the plaintiff's title which it is not necessary here to particularise. 
Subject to this caution then, we give the following extracts from 
the judgment. 

“T have to confess that, before this action, I had heard little, 
if anything, of any such right or interest in real estate as in the 
discussion that has taken place was designated foreshare or 
aftershare respectively ; but was referred to Coke Littleton, 
4 B and 122 A, and a few cases in the books, where rights so 
called, or analogous, came in question; and I have found that 
there are others . . . ” 

“ Ina case in Croke Charles of Ward v. Pettifer (p. 362) the court 
and jury together seem to have found that, as between the 
respective owners of certain rights there termed foreshare and 
aftershare, the right to, and property in, the soil belonged to 
the owner of the foreshare. On the other hand, in a case in 7 
East of Stammers v. Dixon (p. 201), the conclusion arrived at 
was that the right to, and property in, the soil belonged to the 
owner of the aftershare. Upon the whole I see no reason to 
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a grant of aftershare, or aftershare any more than a grant of | 


“If the allegation in paragraph 11 of the statement of claim 


foreshare. In the present case what we have to deal with is in | in respect of any right of aftershare be true, as it probably is, 


the earliest deed called ‘the first cut share or feeding of a 
close, or part of a close, of meadow called Salt Mead containing | first cut share or feeding. 
I am not sure, and there is no | supposing that such a thing ever existed—has been extinguished 


by estimation two acres.’ 


it must, I think, be equally true in respect of the right to the 
If any aftershare in the premises— 


evidence to shew, that the first cat share or feeding I have to | by alteration in the condition of the servient tenement, this 
consider and deal with is precisely the same thing as what is | would equally be the case, I suppose, with respect to the right of 


called the foreshare in some of the reported cases. 


| first cut share or feeding: see the judgment of Mr. Justice 


“It was at one time suggested on the part of the plaintiffs, | CHARLES in Scrutton v. Stone (9 Times Law Reports, p. 478).” 


although not very seriously contended, that in the present case 


Judgment was delivered on the 29th of July, 1910: an appeal 


the right to the first cut share or feeding, whatever may be the} wa, entered, but settled ; the judgment being allowed to stand 
precise meaning of that expression, originally and from its| the defendant agreeing to buy the plaintiffs’ adjoining freehold. 


creation, as to which we know nothing at all, comprised and 
included the property in the soil. 


| It will be seen that the dicta of the learned judge, so far as 


There is not, however, any-/ they go and are relevant, rather tend to favour the contention 


thing in the evidence to shew that it was more than a mere | of our correspondent “A.B.” that the subsoil of common fields 


profit @ prendre, or, in other words, an incorporeal hereditament. | 


My examination of the authorities which I have mentioned 
has led me to the conclusion that when the lord of a manor or 
other owner of land makes a grant merely of the first cut share 
or feeding, there would not pass, thereby, any estate in the soil 
itself, but only certain rights to be enjoyed periodically upon 


or over the surface of the ground; in other words, nothing | 


more than a profit & prendre to be taken or exercised during a 
portion only of every year. Such a right might be extinguished 
or determined in any of the various ways enumerated in the 
text books : see particularly p. 346, and the following pages 
of vol. 11 of what is called Lord Halsbury’s Laws of England, 
under the heading of ‘ Profit a prendre.’ 


“ Counsel for the plaintiffs advanced and strenuously maintained 
the theory that, the predecessors of the plaintiffs being, as it 
is said, entitled to the first cut share or feeding, as to one 
moiety from 1849, and as to the other from 1852, and being in 
occupation, as they probably were, though under what circum- 
stances does not precisely appear, acquired somehow by the 
operation of the Statute of Limitations the freehold in the 
land which was subject to the right of first cut share or 
feeding, &c., during the earlier months of every year. The 
allegation is that the persons entitled to exercise this right to 


the first cut share or feeding wrongfully retained possession | 


during the rest of each vear, and by such retention in process of 
time acquired title in fee simple not only to the herbage or 
surface for the rest of the year, but also to the soil itself. 

“ What the operation of the Statute of Limitations in reference 
to land or to such an incorporeal hereditament as a profit a prendre 
might be as between two parties when one is in possession of 


the surface rightfully during a portion—and possibly the | 


most and the only valuable portion—of every year, and the 
other being entitled to the soil, or to the herbage during 
the rest of the year only, but not taking the trouble to exercise 
his right, I am not prepared to say, nor am I aware of any 
authority upon the subject. In cases of an annuity it has been 
held, I think, that a fresh right of action arises as each payment | 
becomes due, and I do not see why, when a person is entitled to 
possession, or to a profil d prendre during some months of the | 
year, a fresh right of .action in respect of disturbance by the 
person entitled during the other months should not arise in every 
year. If the first cut share or feeding be, as I think it is, merely | 
profit a prendre, enjoyment of the surface in the exercise of such | 
right ought not, I suppose, to affect the title to the soil any more | 
than dealing with the surface, when minerals are held by a| 
separate title, should affect the ownership of such minerals. 

* As a matter of fact there has not been any actual enjoyment | 
of the first cut share or feeding as such, or any like interest over | 
the land now in question by any one within living memory. 

“Paragraph 11 of the statement of claim, without saying | 
anything about the time prior to 1818, alleges, speaking of 
the aftershare, ‘ No such right or intcrest in the nature of after- 
share has in fact at any time been claimed or exercised in respect | 
of the two acres since the 15th of September, 1818, and the | 
whole of the two acres has been incapable of being the subject of | 
any such right or interest of aftershare throughout the period | 
from the 15th of September, 1818, continuousiy to the present 
time. 








|'may be in the lord of the manor, even though the sole 
| right to enjoyment of the surface during the whole year may 
| belong to other persons—i.¢c., as to part of the year in severalty 
| and as to the remainder of the year in common. 


| This subject should not be left without mention of a very 
curious form of foreshare, which was shewn by the documents in 
| this case to have been enjoyed in an altogether different field 
| in the same manor—viz., a foreshare in 10 acres of Blackacre two 
years out of every three. Two suggestions have been offered to 
'explain this singular tenement—(1) that it was the result of 
| some past partition of a foreshare originally granted for every 
year ; (2) that it was an original grant indicating an illustration 
of the three-course system of husbandry which involved a 
| regular rotation of wheat, barley and grass. 
The former suggestion may be illustrated by an instance quoted 

' by Professor MAITLAND in “ Domesday and Beyond,” where a 
| small manor in a vill was entitled to a third of the profits of 
| the common mill in every fourth year ; an instance which seems 
| to indicate a very ancient partition of the profits of the mill 
| among the owners of the lands in the vill. ‘- 
| But the latter seems to us at least as likely. The principal 
requisites of primitive husbandry were manure and meadow 
| grass. It is probable that most grants of foreshare arose out of 
the necessity of supplying tenants of a manor with meadow hay 
where their own holdings in severalty did not supply it in 
| sufficient quantity. A particular holding, especially a small 
holding of mainly arable land, might weil have enough hay 
| during the year when its own arable land, or the greater part 
| of it, was in grass, but might not have enough in the two other 
| years when wheat and barley would be mainly grown. Hence 
'might arise the necessity of acquiring elsewhere a foreshare 
in some other meadow “two years out of every three.” If 
| this be the explanation, it would, we imagine, be impossible to 
infer that the grant of such a foreshare, whether made by the 
lord of the manor or any other person, carried the whole fee 
simple in the soil. 








The Sorrows of a Sheriff in the 
Fifteenth Century. 


A paver under this title, which has been published by Mr. Berrs,° 
has a two-fold interest—a literary interest and a legal interest. The 
literary interest comes from the fact that one of the two heroes of 
the essay—if we may so call them—is Joun Paston the elder, of 
the Paston Letters. The other hero is the contemporary Sheriff of 
Norfolk ; and with him comes in the legal interest, which arises 
after this fashion. 

Joun Paston had been sued for trespass, and when the matter 
reached the stage of outlawry he petitioned the King for a stay. In 
the course of the proceedings consequent upon the supersedeas it was 
found that the sheriff had put in mere copies of certain writs of 
exigent which had been issued, and not the original writs themselves. 
Here was a grave matter, and one which put the court in no little 
perplexity when it came to consider what its course of action Was to 
be. 

* The Sorrows of a Sheriff in the Fifteenth Century ; or, How Jobn Paston (Paston 
Letters) Won the Last Innings, With Transiated Extracts from Year Book 5 rd. IV. 

Long Quinto), By Arthur Betts. Published by the Author at 60, Bedford Row 
Salle W.C. (Reprinted from the Juridical Review.) 
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The first step was easy and —— enough. The sheriff was 


amerced in the sum of £100 in punis 


' 
} 


iment “of the falsity made by | 


the sheriff, or his officer the under-sheriff, of the non-return of the | 


writs, and also of the copies made as aforesaid, through which falsity 
the party was put to great prejudice, trouble, and vexation, and 
great damage to our law and prejudice and blasphemy of it.” 

But supposing the sheriff did not pay, what then? The ordinary 
course would have been to issue a capias, but to issue a capias 
against a sheriff might lead the justices into the unpleasant and 
dangerous position of distraining upon superior suus—that is to say, 
upon the King himself ; and it was ultimately decided not to run that 
risk ; “which,” says Mr. Bers,“ seeing that the reigning monarch was 
Epwarp LV., was at once sound worldly wisdom and good law ” ; and 
herein we cordially agree with him. 

A considerable part of Mr. Berrs’s paper is concerned with an 
attempt to distinguish between fines and amercements. These are 
easily differentiated in theory ; and much lore on the matter may 
be found in Coxe, 8 Rep. 38a-42a. They are not, however, to be 
differentiated so easily when we come to consider how they are 
spoken of by ancient law reporters. We have seen reports by 
medieval reporters where one reporter tells us that such an one was 
amerced, and another, reporting the same case, tells us that the same 
man made fine with the King. “Amerced” was certainly used in more 
senses than one. “An amercement,” says Mr. Berrs, “ was a less 
matter than a fine, and a less dishonouring thing,” and he quotes 
CowEt, himself quoting MAaNnwoop, to the effect that “an amerce- 
ment is a more easy or more merciful penalty” than a fine. Well, it 
might or it might not be; and if “amerciez” may be correctly 
translated “amerced,” as we do not doubt it may be, there were 
certainly times when it was not. 

A case in point is at hand in The Eyre of Kent of 6 & 7 
Edward II. (vol. 24 of the Selden Society’s series) where we are told 
that certain defaulting jurors were “ ajugez saver amerciez” ; and 
what had happened to each one of them was this: ‘“ Command 
was given that his lands be seized, etc., and that his wife and children 
be ousted, and that he himself be brought up on the morrow, &c.” 
We should scarcely call this a more easy penalty than a fine ; and 
yet this is what, according to our reporter, the justices described as 

ing “amerced.” 

There are other questions raised in Mr. Berts’s paper which it 
would be pleasant to discuss if we had the necessary space ; such, 
for instance, as the meaning or meanings to be attached to 
“misericordia” and “in misericordia.” Instead of, and obviously 
equivalent to this latter form, we sometimes find “ad judicium” in 
the old rolls and reports, which is paralleled by the “ ajugez saver 
amerciez” quoted above. But we must leave that alone, and con- 
clude this notice by saying that Mr. Berrs’s paper was well worth 
reprinting. 








Reviews. 


Local Government. 


LocaL GOVERNMENT, 1910, CoMPRISING STATUTES, OrnpDERS, Forms 
Cases, AND Decisions or THE LocaL GovERNMENT Boarp. 
Edited by ALexanper MacMorran, K.C., and KENNETH 
MacMorran, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth «& 
Co. ; Shaw «& Sons. 

There is one difficulty in the way of codifying English law which 
is not always fully appreciated by the impatient spirit of the ardent 
legal reformer. Even if the gigantic task of compressing the whole of 
our multifarious juridical system into one huge treatise were satis- 
factorily accomplished, it would still remain necessary to publish 
each year many large volumes containing the numerous legislative 
additions which every year either Parliament or some subordinate 
law-making body is appending to the various fields of Jaw. In a 
short time the amount of law outside the covers of the code would 
greatly exceed that contained within them. 
are now reviewing aptly illustrates this principle. Four age ago 
the publishers bronght out in seven volumes, under the able editor- 
ship of Mr. Scholefieid, a summary of the whole field of Local Gov- 
ernment law. Even this summary was not an exhaustive digest, 
but merely an introductory outline of the branch with which it dealt. 
It is only three years since the work to which we refer came out, and 
yet since then it has been necessary to add two huge volumes con- 
taining the changes in the law which have occurred since them. 

The first of these volumes, styled Local Government, 1908-1909, 
appeared last year, and was a veritable leviathan of legal literature. 

e second volume, the one which we are reviewing, is happily not so 


large, but still it contains 539 large octavo pages. The editors pro- 


mise a similar volume in each successive year, and congratulate their 
readers on the comparatively small bulk of the present volume ! 
This bulk, too, is attained in spite of the most conscientious 
endeavours made by the editors to compress everything into the 


The work which we | 


| 





minimum compass which is compatible with the reliability of the 
book as free from any important omissions. But no compression 
can greatly reduce a work which is to contain, as this does, the whole 
of the really important orders and cireulars of the Local Govern 
ment Board during the last twelvemonth—as well as the statutes 
and cases. 

It must be borne in mind that the modern tendency of Parliament 
is to delegate to the Local Government Board and to other depart- 
ments of State the task of legislating for a great variety of matters by 
means of orders, which receive the confirmation of Parliament after 
a nominal period of probation upon the table of the House of Com- 
mons. The result is that the really substantive Local Government 
law is no longer to be found in statutes, such as the Public Health 
Act, 1875, but in a series of orders which have been made under 
some score of recent Acts. The collection and annotation of these 
statutes is an important task which the present editors have per- 
formed with their usual diligence and judgment. 





New and Private Streets. 


THe PaviInc AND Sewertnc or New AnD Private Streets. By 
JosHUA SCHOLEFIELD, Barrister-at-Law, and Grrarp R. Hint, 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Srconp Epirion, Butterworth & Co. 
This little book, which has now reached its second edition, is an 

extremely useful addition to the numerous able text-books which 

in recent years have sought to cover the whole field of Local Govern- 
ment law. Of course there is nothing original in it, since all its 
contents are to be found scattered throughout the standard works 
on Public Health, Highways, and Metropolitan Government ; but it 
serves the useful purpose of collecting into one book the various 
diverse systems of dealing with new streets which exist side by side, 

At present there are five such systems. 

One of these applies in the Metropolis only, and is contained in 
a series of four statutes—namely, the Metropolis Management Act, 
1855, the Metropolis Management Amendment Act, 1862, the Metro- 
polis Management Act, 1862, Amendment Act, 1890, and the Metro- 
polis Management Amendment Act, 1890. The sections of these 
Acts which relate to (1) paving of “new streets,”(2) temporary 
repairs to the carriage-ways of “ private streets,” (3) flagging of foot- 
ways, (4) paving of court and passages, are commonly known as the 
Metropolitan Code for the paving of new streets, and are set out, 
with a full commentary, in the second chapter in this book. 

The second and third systems prevail outside the Metropolis, and 
are alternative to one another. The second is contained in sections 
130-152 of the Public Health Act, 1875, as amended by a later statute 
and applies in all non-metropolitan areas which have not adopted 
the third, fourth and fifth system. The third is that contained in 
the Private Streets Works Act, 1892, an adoptive Act which applies 
only in those urban areas which have adopted it in manner pre- 
scribed by the Act or in those rural areas to which an order of the 
Local Government Board has applied it. Once adopted, it replaces 
the second system, which cannot be restored, so that it hahaa 
local authorities to consider carefully the relative advantages of the 
two systems before deciding*to adopt the latter. The pros. and 
cons. for each system are ably set out by Messrs. Scholefield and 
Hill. We think, however, that we detect a slight bias in favour of the 
latter on the part of the learned editors. 

The fourth system, contained in sections 53, 54, 55, 149, 150, 151, 
152, 156, of the Towns Improvement Clauses Act, 1847, applies only 
in those districts whose special Act has ihcorporated these clauses ; 
but as the code is a very peculiar one, it is important not to over- 
look its existence. A case arose recently in which the omission to 
observe that this Act had been embodied by reference in one of a 
number of local Acts led an important district council into serious 
difficulties. 

Lastly, in many places, there exist special Acts which provide 
another set of codes for regulating the paving and sewering of new 
streets. 

The whole subject is attended with numerous complications, and 
we know of no work except this which attempts to unravel all of 
them. We have used it, since it came into our hands for review, in 
three cases, and have found it exceedingly usefu!l—chiefly owing to 
the convenience of its arrangement. 


Books of the Week. 


Ejectment.—The Law of Ejectment or Recovery of Possession 
of Land, with an Appendix of Statutes and a Full Index. By Joun 


Hersert WriitiaMs, LL.M., and Waiter Batpwyn Yates, B.A., 
Barristers-at-Law. 


Second Edition. By the Authors. Sweet & 





Maxwell (Limited). 
Statutes. — Paterson’s 
Statutes of the Session 


Practical Statutes: The Practical 
1910 (10 Ed. 7 and 1 Geo. 5), with 
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Introductions, Notes, Tables of Statutes Repealed and Amended, 
Lists of Local and Personal and Private Acts, and a Copious Index 
Edited by James Suruertanp Corron, Barrister-at-Law. Horace 
Cox. 

Death Duties.—A Practical Guide to the Death Duties and 
to the Preparation of Death Duty Accounts. By CHarves Beatty, 
Solicitor, of the Estate Duty Office, Somerset House. Third Edition, 
Revised and Enlarged. Effingham Wilson. 

Easements.—<A Digest of the Law of Easements. By L. C. 


INNES, sometime one of the Judges of His Majesty’s High Court of 
Judicature, Madras, &c. Eighth Edition. by Nort Lrysourn 
Copparp, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Compafative Legislation,—Journal of the Society of 
Comparative Legislation. Edited for the Society by Sir Joun 
Macpone.t, C.B., LL.D., and Epbwarp Manson, Esq. New Series, 
Vol. XL, Part 2. John Murray. 


Correspondence 


Grant by Tenant for Life under Settled Land 
Acts of Option for Lease. 
{To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—Some of your readers may be able to answer the following 
question :—Can a tenant for life under the Settled Land Acts grant 
an option for a lease, the option to be exercised within the period 
illowed by the rule against perpetuities ! 

By section 31 (1) (ii.) of the Settled Land Act, 1882, a tenant for 
life may contract to make a lease, but the word “contract” may 
here mean a contract binding on both parties, one to grant and the 
other to take a lease. The lease must also be in conformity with 
the Act. 

It does not seem possible to give an option fixing the terms of a 
lease to be granted probably twenty years hence, because it is 


impossible to say what will be the best rent at that period: Settled | 


Land Act, 1882, s. 7. 

If he can grant such an option, it would presumably be enforce- 
able against the successors in title of the tenant for life: Settled 
Land Act, 1882, 8. 31 (2). A. RB. C. 

March 29 


The Late Mr. Binns-Smith. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. } 


Sir,—In your issue of the 18th inst. there was a notice of the 
death of Master Binns-Smith. When the new law courts were 
opened, Mr. Justice Kay selected a room for himself, and after him 
his chief clerks, Messrs. Binns-Smith, Peake, and Church, chose 
theirs. It happened that Mr. Binns-Smith got a much pleasanter 
room than the judge did, and one day Mr. Justice Kay discovered 
this, so he evicted the genial chief clerk and took the room for 
himself. 

Now, Mr. Justice Kay, who afterwards became a Lord Justice, 


admirable judge though he was, was rather reserved and dignified in | 


manner, and had none of the 4onhommie of his genial subordinate, so 
someone, whose name I never heard, wrote the following lines and 
suggested that they should be inscribed on the door of the room 
where, in place of Mr. Binns-Smith, Mr. Justice Kay was now 
sitting : 
“Should any mortal for his sins 
Into these chambers stray, 
He'll find, in place of genial Binns, 
Imperial ToKay. 
And if the reason he should seek 
Why Binns is in the lurch, 
’Tis that the judge is prone to pique [Peake], 
And couldn’t rob a Church.” 
March 23. A BARRISTER. 





At a recent sitting of the Royal Commission on Public Records Mr. 
Headlam, of the Government Search Room, said that in 1909 nearly 


90 per cent. of the students who held search permits were foreigners | 
or Colonials. The Canadian Government kept five copyists at work | 


continually, the notes in their cases being allowed to pass uncensored 


In other cases the notes of students were censored by Government | 


search officers of the Departments concerned. 


‘Merlin on Interpleader in the High Court and County Courts.” 
ty S. P. J. Merlin, Barrieter-at-Law. Price 6s. Butterworth & C 
Rell-yard, W.C, [Anvwe) 





Points to be Noted. 
Conveyancing and Equity. 


Receiver — Partnership Action — Indemnity. — A receiver 
appointed in a partnership action, being an officer of the court, 
cannot require to be indemnified for payments made by him as 
receiver, except out of the assets under the control of the court. He 
cannot look to the partners personally for his indemnity, even if the 
order appointing him was made a their consent.— Borum », 
GoopaLL (Warrington, J., Nov. 24) (55 Soricrrors’ JOURNAL, 108 
1911, 1 Ch., 155). 

Gift — Fiduciary Relation —Natural Affection — Independent 
Advice.—Where the donee of a gift stands ina fiduciary relation 
to the donor, the donee is generally bound to prove that the donor 
had independent advice, or the gift cannot be upheld. But, excep- 
tionally, if the gift may also be explained by natural affection, the 
court will accept proof that it was in fact induced only by natural 
affection, and will not insist on proof of independent advice. —Re 
Coomper, CoomBer v. CoompBer (Neville, J., Nov. 30) (1911, 1 Ch. 
| 174). 

Land Subject to Rent-charge—Liability of Mortgagee.—Thic 
liability to pay a perpetual rent-charge on a parcel of land lies on 
the “ terre tenant,” or person who has a freehold interest and is in 
possession of the rents and profits when the rent-charge accrues due. 
A mortgagee in fee is a “ terre tenant,” even if he has never been in 
possession or received the rents and profits, by reason of his right to 
take possession whenever he chooses ; and thus he becomes liable 
for the rent-charge from the date of his mortgage.—Cunpirr 

Firzsimmons (K.B. Div. Ct., Dec. 6) (1911, 1 K. B. 513). 

Settlement— Power of Appointment—Premature Determin:tion 
of Preceding Interest.—If a trust fund is settled upon A. for life 
or until the happening of some event (such as A.’s bankruptcy), and 
subject thereto in trust for a class as he shall appoint, with 
remainders over in default of appointment, it is possible that A.’s 
interest may determine during his lifetime. A., for instance, may 
become bankrupt. It is settled that A. still retains his power of 

| appointment, if he .has not fully exercised it already. If this 
happens, and there is no provision in the trust instrument for such 
a contingency, then the trustees should not accumulate the income 
of the trust fund, but they should distribute it equally among 
the remaindermen until A.’s power of appointment is exercised or 
determined.—Re Master’s SETTLEMENT, MasTER v. MASTER 
(Eve, J., Dec. 21) (55 Sonicrrors’ JouRNAL, 170; 1911, 1 Ch. 321). 

De eased Wife's Sister’s Ma e Act—Existing Proprietary 
Rights.—Section 1 of the Deceased Wife’s Sister's Marriage Act, 
1907, enacts that no marriage theretofore or thereafter contracted 
between a man and his deceased wife’s sister shall be void or void- 
able by reason only of such affinity. Section 2 provides that the 
Act shall not prejudice existing rights, titles, estates, or interests, 
or acts or things lawfully done or omitted before the passing of the 
Act. Section 2 should be construed in the broadest possible way, 
and as preserving, in particular, the rights of the parties to the 
| marriage as well as those of third parties.—Re WurtrieLp, H111 ». 
| Marnie (Parker, J., Jan. 24) (55 Soticirors’ JoURNAL, 237 ; 1911, 
| 1 Ch. 310). 


| 








| New Orders, a 


| 
| Rules of the Supreme Court (March), 1911. 
Orper XL, Rute 9. 


1. Where in any civil or commercial matter pending before a Court 

or tribunal of a foreign country a letter of request from such Court 

| or tribunal for service on any person in England of any process or 

citation in such matter is transmitted to the Supreme Court by His 

| Majesty’s Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, with an intimation 

| that it is desirable that effect should be given to the same, the fol- 
lowing procedure shall be adopted : ; 

(1.) The Letter of Request for service shall be accompanied by 

a translation thereof in the English language, and by two 
copies of the process or citation to be served, and two 
copies thereof in the English language. 

(2.) Service of the process or citation shall be effected by the 
yrocess server, whom the Lord Chancellor may appoint 
rom time to time for the purpose, or his authorized 

agent. : 

(3.) Such service shall be effected by delivering to and leaving 

| with the person to be served one copy of the process to be 


served, and one copy of the translation thereof, in accord- 
ance with the Rules and practice of the English Supreme 
| Court regulating service of process. 
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(4.) After service has been effected the process server shall 
return to the Senior Master of the Supreme Court one 
copy of the process, together with the evidence of service 
by affidavit of the person effecting the service verified by 
notarial certificate, and particulars of charges for the cost 
of effecting such service. 

(5.) The particulars of charges for the cost of effecting service 


shall be submitted to a Taxing Master of the Supreme | 


Court, who shall certify the correctness of the charges, or 
such other amount as shall be properly payable for the 
cost of effecting service. A copy of such charges and 
certificate shall be forwarded to His Majesty's Treasury. 
(6.) The Senior Master shall transmit to His Majesty’s Secretary 
of State for Foreign Affairs the letter of request for 
service received from the foreign country, together with 
the evidence of service, with a certificate appended 
thereto duly sealed with the seal of the Supreme Court for 
use out of the jurisdiction. Such certificate shall be in 
the Form in the Schedule to these Rules, which may be 
cited as Form No. 744, Appendix K, of the Rules of the 
Supreme Court. : 


Orper XI., Rute 10. 

2. Upon the application of the Treasury Solicitor with the con- 
sent of His Majesty’s Treasury, the Court or a Judge may make all 
such orders for substituted service or otherwise as may be necessary 
to give effect to these Rules. 

3. These Rules may be cited as the Rules of the Supreme Court, 
(March) 1911, and each Rule may be cited by the heading thereof 
with reference to the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883. 

4. These Rules shall come into operation forthwith as provisional 
Rules pursuant to section two of the Rules Publication Act, 1893 
(56 & 57 Vict. c. 76). 

Schedule. 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE OF FoREIGN PRoOcEss. 

I Master of the Supreme Court 
of Judicature in England hereby certify that the documents annexed 
hereto are as follows :— 

(1.) The original letter of request for service of process received 
from the Court or Tribunal at in the 

of in the matter of 

versus , and: 

(2.) The process received with such letter of request, and: 

(3.) The evidence of servicé upon the person 
named in such letter of request, together with the verification of 
a Notary Public. 

Anp I Certiry that such service so proved, and the proof thereof, 
are such as are required by the law and practice of the English 
Supreme Court regulating the service of English legal process in 
England, and the proof thereof. 

Anp I Certiry that the cost of effecting such service, as duly 
certified by the Taxing Master of the English Supreme Court, 
amounts to the sum of £ : 

Dated this 


We certify that these Rules are urgent. 
Dated this 24th day of March, 1911. 


(Signed) Loresurn, C. 
ALVERSTONE, C.J. 


day of 19 





| 
| 


} 
| 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


BIDDELL BROTHERS v. E. CLEMENS, HORST, & CO. 
30th Jan. ; Ist Feb. ; 21st March. 


Sate or Goops—C.I.F. Conrract—‘‘ Net Casn ’’~—Tenper or SuHir- 
PING Documents—PAayMENT—SALeE or Goops Acr, 1893 (56 & 57 
Vicr. c. 71), ss. 28, 32, 34. 


Under a c.i.f. contract, which did not expressly state in terms that 
cash was payable for the goods on delivery of shipping documents, the 
buyer was justified in refusing to pay cash until the goods had arrived 
at their final destination, and he had had an opportunity of inspecting 
them, although the words ‘‘ terms net cash”’ were used in the contract. 

Decision of Hamilton, J. (55 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 47), reversed. 


The question in this case was whether under a “ c.i.f.’’ contract, a 
buyer of goods was liable to pay for them upon presentation of 
shipping and other documents of title where the contract did not 
include the words ‘cash against documents,’’ but did contain the 
words ‘‘ terms net cash,’ or whether the buyer was entitled to with 
hold payment until the goods had been landed, and he had had an 
opportunity of examining the shipment. The action, which was tried 
before Hamilton, J., sitting as judge in the Commercial Court, resulted 
in a judgment for the defendants, the sellers, and the plaintiffs, the 
buyers, who claimed damages for breach of contract for refusal to 
deliver except against payment on presentation of shipping documents, 
appealed. The proceedings below are fully reported 55 Soticrrors 
Journat 47, 27 L. T. R. 47. The plaintiffs were the consignees of two 
contracts made in October and December, 1904, between C. Vaux & 


No. 1. 


| Sons (Limited), brewers, and the defendants, hop merchants, for the 


| 


| presentation by the sellers of the shipping documents. 





Hersert H. Cozens-Harpy, M.R. | 


A. M. CHANNELL, J. 

R. J. ParKEr, J. 

W. Pickrorp, I. 

P. Oapen LAWRENCE. 

S. A. T. Row.arr. 

Wa. H. WINTERBOTHAM. 
C. H. Morton. 





At the Bromley (Kent) Police Court on Monday, says the 7'ime 
Henry Watson, of Giwydyr-road, Bromley, was charged with pretend 
ing to be a solicitor. Mr. Robert Humphreys, for the Incorporatec 
Law Society, produced two letters written by the defendant. Afte: 
his signature were the words, ‘‘Commissioner of Oaths, Collector of 
Debts, Offices as above.’’ In the second letter he said : ‘‘ I now give 
you three clear days before taking this to court.’’ The defendant 
said he had been a debt collector, and put the words ‘‘ Commissioner 
of Oaths ’’ in the letter under the impression that the person wh 
used the words was one who always spoke on oath and always spo! 
the truth. He only wrote the letters out of kindness. The Bencli 
asked the defendant if he pleaded ‘“‘ Guilty,’’ and he replied. ‘ Dy 
you mean guilty of being a solicitor? ’’ Fines amo»nting to £2 with 
£2 5s. costae were imposed. 


sale by the latter to the former of brewing Pacific Coast hops and 
British Columbian hops from 1905 to 1912 inclusive. The assignment 
by Messrs. Vaux to the plaintiffs took place in 1908. Hamilton, JJ., 
held that the goods, having been sold under a ‘“‘c.i.f.’’ contract, 
‘““terms net cash,’’ the buyers were bound to pay for the goods — 

His lordship 
accordingly gave judgment for the defendants on the claim (which was 
for damages for alleged breach of contract) and also on a counter- 
claim for £175, which the judge held represented the loss sustained 
hy the defendants owing to the refusal of the plaintiffs to take 
delivery. The plaintiffs appealed. At the close of the arguments 
judgment was reserved. 

Vavenan Wiis, L.J., in giving judgment, said that although the 
words ‘‘ cash against documents "’ were frequently included in “ c.i.f.”’ 
contracts, there was no such inclusion in the present case; neither in 
his opinion was there any evidence of commercial usage to justify the 
court in introducing those words into the contract by implication. Yet 
Hamilton, J., acting upon his commercial knowledge, had held that 
the buyers were bound to pay against the shipping documents. He 
(the Lord Justice) did not think the court ought to allow that to be 
the basis of a decision between litigants where there was no evidence 
and no judicial recognition of such a usage. There must be evidence, 
in fact, of a commercial usage before there could be approval or 
adoption of it. In the circumstances he had come to the conclusion 
that there was no condition expressed or implied for payment against 
the shipping documents. The appeal must therefore be allowed 
His lordship added that even if the defendants were entitled to 
judgment, in his opinion Pamilton, J., applied the wrong measure of 
damages to the counterclaim 

Farwet., L.J., gave judgment to the same effect. 

Kennepy, L.J., dissented. In his opinion the buyers were liable to 
pay for the shipment when the goods were constructively tendered to 
them by presentation of the shipping documents. The appeal was 
allowed, with costs, and judgment was entered for the plaintiffs on the 
claim and counterclaim. In the event of the parties failing to agree 
to the plaintiffs’ damages, liberty was given to apply to the court 
Counsex. Jeslie Scott, K.C., and Eustace Hille, for the plaintiffs 
{thin. K.C.. and George Wallace, K.C.. for the defendants. 
Souicrrors. Nicholeon, Graham, & Jones; Parker, Garrett, &: Co. 

[Reported by Enrsxtne Reip, Barrister-at-Law.)} 


BALL vr. WILLIAM HUNT & SONS (LIM.). No. 2. 18th March. 
Master AND Servant—AccipeENt—WorkKMAN’'s ComMPENSATION—LOSS OF 

Farnine Capacrry—Incapactty To WorkK—Work MEN’'s CoMPENSATION 

Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), s. 1 (1), Scnepute 1 (1) (@) (3). 

Where an accident causes disfigurement only, as distinct from incapa- 
city, the case does not fall within the Workmen's Ce m pensation Act, 
1906. A workman, therefore, who was blind of one eye, was heid not 
to he entitled to compensation for an accident which resulted in the 
removal of hia blind eye. 

Appeal from the refusal of the judge of the West Bromwich County 
Court to award compensation to an applicant under the Workmen's 
Compensation Act, 1906. The applicant, an edge tool moulder, many 


| years ago’met with an accident whereby his left eye became blind, but 
it was not removed, and to all appearance both eyes were normal, and 


| 


the applicant for twelve or thirteen years worked at his trade of an 
edge tool moulder and earned his old rate of wages. In September 
i of brick struck the applicant's left eye, and eet up so much 


last a piece 
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inflammation that this eye had to be removed. Compensation at 10s. 
a week was paid for ten weeks, until the applicant had recovered from 
the operation ; juently applied to his former employers, the 
respondents, and to several other firms for work, but they refused to 
employ him on account of the fact that he had only one eye. Applica- 
tion was then made for compensation under the Workmen's Compensa 
tion Act, 1906, wage-earning capacity. The county court 
judge found that the applicant had not full capacity to do the work 
if tool moulder, but that such incapacity was not caused by 
ident in September last, but by the accident which happened 
sixteen years ago, and consequently he refused to award com 
pensation. The applicant appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Buck tey, 
Movutton L.J., dissentiente dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—In my opinion the decision of the county 
judge was correct. Speaking generally, when an accident 
disfigurement, 
the Act 
possibly be ox 


he subse 


for loss of 
an edge 
the ac« 
some 


FLETCHER 


L.J., 


court 


CaUusee 
fall 


only as distinct Irom incapacity, the case does not 
within 
may 
possession of regarded as an 


a parlourmaid whose face has 


a comely and undisfigured face 
essential qualification. It may be that 
badly burnt could assert that she was ‘‘ disabled from earning full 
and that incapacity work ’’ resulted from the accident, 
even after all the consequences of the burn, so far as physical powers 
are concerned, had disappeared On that point I desire to keep an 
open mind. But the present case different. The incapacity to 
work was in no sense due to the accident last September. At the ut 
most that accident only made obvious the existence of the prior incapa 
city. The appli ant is more lees i} ible than he 
fore September. I cannot hold the employ liable merely on the 
ground that he can no lor conceal his old defect. The language of 
ection 1 (4) of the First Schedule shews that total or partial incapa 
ity must result from the accident, and is in no way qualified by section 
5, which only provides that incapacity results from the injury 
the man’s ability to find suitable employment may be taken into account 
in fixing the amount of the weekly compensation. I have not ove 
looked the fact that for ten weeks until Ball 
had completely recovered from the effects of the removal of the eye, 
by which time such incapacity as resulted from the accident had ceased. 
\ny liability of the employer to pay compensation therefore ceased. 
in my opinion this appeal fails, and must be dismissed with costs. 
FLercner Mouton, L.J., in the course of his judgment, eaid that 
if the : Act were to be restricted 
physical he administration of the Act 
in the case of a workman 


may be 


be en 


wayes, tor 


Is quite 


neither not was be 
ers 


yer 
where 


compeneation was paid 


word incapacity in the to loss of 
t would bs 


who had 


powetl doing VOTK, 
produ tive of the gravest iu justice 
stained a personal which permanent, but the effect of 
which upon his powe f work he had overcome by his own reeolute 
efforts, so that he v le to do his work as efficiently as before. In 
his lordship’s opinion, Act was not the reproach that it 
failed to meet su sof destruction or diminution of earning powe 
by reaeon of personal injury In the phrase “‘ incapacity for work” in 
Schedule 1 (1) the word work *’ was used in the sense of doing work 
workman—+.¢ for wages or other remuneration. It was to the 
ipacity of g workman that the whole scheme of th 
Act related. It was beyond question that the amount of the compensa 
tion depended on the change produced in this, and, in his lordship’s 
the right compeneation depended on it also. A 
to do certain p il acts, but not to do them as a workman 
ty to do that work ithin the meaning of 
that, as a general principle, a work 
within the Act he shewed that, by 
out of, and in the course of, his employ 
injury which lessened hie earning capacity, 
had diminished his physical capacity fo 
the present brought himself 
he appeal, therefore, should be allowed, 
ounty court judge to assees the compensa 


myury was 


open to 


“ae a 


earning wages as a 


pinion, 
ipacity 
for wages not a pa 
the Act. It followed, 
had brought himself 
an accident 
; had sustained a 
nd this whether r not it 
doing hie The 
within this general principle 
nd the case remitted to the 
tion. 

Bucktey, L.J., 


re t 


Vae 
therefore, 
ial when 
reason of 


rent he 


arising 


work Kman in ise 


delivered judgment dismissing the appeal.—Counset, 
kk. W. Cave Shakespeare SOLICITORS, Sharpe d} Darby, West Brom 
wich: JT'unbridgqe & ¢ Birmingham. 


[Reported by J. I. Stintine, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re WALFORD. KENYON v. WALFORD. Joyce,J. 23rd March. 


Namep Perrsons—Deravutt oF 
REMAINDERMAN DuRInG Lirr 


AMONG 
DEATH OF 


Witt—Power To Appornt 
APPOINTMENT—IMPLIED Girt 
INTEREST. 

A bequest to A 
and mn his sole 
a truat by implication, 
the 


for life, ** with remainder as he shall hy deed or will 
discretion appoint amongst” certain named person 
in default of appointime nt, for such of 
testator, whether they survive the life 


creates 
those 
fenant or 

Wilson v. Duguid (1883, 31 W. #. 945, 24 Ch. D. 244) applied. 

$y her will, dated in 1891, the testatrix, Mary Walford, appointed 
her husband, J. H. N. Walford, her sole executor, and made (amonz 
others) the following disposition : ‘‘ I also give, deviee and bequeath all 
my estate and effects belonging to me for my separate use unto my 
said husband for his life, with remainder as he shall by deed or will and 


persons as survive 


not, 


But | desire to guard myself by saying that there 
upations of such an exceptional character that the 


in his sole discretion appoint amongst the said John Achton Henshaw 
Walford and my daughter, Mary Joan Henshaw Walford.’’ The tes. 
tatrix died in 1900. Her husband died on the 3lst of July, 1910, with 
out having exercised the special power of appointment given to him 
by the will of the testatrix. J. A. H. Walford, who was their son, 
died in 1903, having by his will appointed his father his executor. Op 
the death of J. H. N. Walford the executors and trustees of his wil] 
took out this summons for the determination of the question (among 
others) whether, upon the true construction of the will of Mary Wal 
ford, the trust funds then representing her separate estate were divisible 
in equal moieties between the plaintifis, as legal personal representa 
tives of J. A. H. Walford, and the defendant, M. J. H. Walford, not- 
withstanding the fact that J. A. H. Walford predeceased his father, o; 
how otherwise. At the hearing reference was made to Woodcock \ 
Renneck (1841, 4 Beav. 190), Wilson v. Duguid (1883, 31 W. R. 945, 24 
Ch. D. 244), Re Weekes’ Settlement (45 W. R. 265; 1897, 1 Ch. 289 
and Farwell on Powers, pp. 466, 474. 

Joyce, J.—In the absence of any authority to the contrary, I do not 
feel any doubt about this question. It would be a very serious matte; 
if | were to come to the conclusion that the law was otherwise. It is 
clear, 1 think, that the intention of Mrs. Walford was to create a trust 
in favour of a class consisting of her son and her daughter, giving to 
her husband a discretion as to which member of the class should take 
and how. That being so, I consider that, the discretion not being 
exercised, the trust takes effect in favour of the class—that is, 
two persons their representatives)—and that they take equally 
Counse., for the plaintiffs, Leeke; for M. J. H. Walford, Cann; for 
wife of J. H. N. Walford, Hughes, K.C., and Ya 
Souicrrors, May, How, & Chilver, for How d&: Son, Shrewsbury 

m, W eatherall, d Sturt, for G. Had field, Be nnett, & Carlisle, 
chester ; 7'rotter d Patteson. 

(Reported by H. F. CuerrLe Barrister-at-Law. 


Re LESLIE'S HASSOP ESTATES. Live, J. 24th March. 
Pustic Trustee—-Power to Appoint New Trustees—No 
Less THAN THree—AppoINTMENT OF PuBLic TRUSTEE By CoURt 
Trustee Act, 1893, ss. 10, 25—Pusiic Trustee Act, 1906, ss. 5, 5 
Serttep Lanp Act, ss. 39, 45. 

The court has jurisdiction to appoint the Public Trustee as 
trustee even when the power to appoint new trustees in the trust instru- 
ment prow ides that the number of trustees shall be not less than three 

The Public Trustee can be appointed sole trustee for the purposes of 
the Settled Land Acts. 


This was an adjourned summons asking for the appointment of new 
settlement by the court, and it raised the question wheth 

rustee could be appointed, having regard to the fact tha 
) appoint new trustees in the settlement provided that the 
number of trustees should not be less than three. ‘The trustees re 
desirous of being discharged from the trusts, but the tenant for life, 
the donee of the power to appoint new trustees, declined to exercise It. 
The trustees thereupon applied to the court to appoint new trustees, 
and on that application it wag referred to the master to appoint new 
trustees or the Public Trustee, but on the appointment to settk 
he order it was objected that the court had no jurisdiction under tl 
circumstances to appoint the Public Trustee as sole trustee of the 
settlement. The matter was adjourned into court, when it was argued 
m behalf of the trustees, not only that the number of trustees could 
not be reduced, but that the Public Trustee, being a corporation sole, 
vas not empowered by the Public Trustee Act to hold land. 

Eve, J.—This application raises the question whether the Publi 
Trustee ¢an be appointed sole trustee of a settlement where the powe! 
to appoint new trustees provides that the number of trustees shall not 
than three. In the present case the surviving trustees 
desirous of being discharged from the trusts, and the power to appoint 
new trustees is in the tenant for life, who, for reasons which need not 
be stated, does not wish to exercise the power. The trustees, wishing 
their discharge, applied to the court by this summons for the 
appointment of new trustees. On the hearing of that application it 
vas referred to the Master to appoint new trustees or the Publi 
Trustee, but on the appointment to settle that order the question was 
raised whether the court had jurisdiction under the circumstances t 
ippoint the Public Trustee as sole trustee of the eettlement, and 
ounsel on behalf of the trustees has to-day pointed out some difficul 
ties which he thinks support that view. 1 think it is quite clear that 
under the Trustee Act, 1893, and the Public Trustee Act, 1906, th: 
donee of the power could appoint the Public Trustee to be a_ sok 
trustee of the settlement. I agree that under the Trustee Act, 1895 
he could not appoint less than three trustees, but that Act must now 
be read with the Public Trustee Act, 1906, and although under sectior 
10 of that Act the power is subject to the provisions of the settlement 
section 5 is not so subject. I do not find anything in section 25 of t 
Trustee Act, 1893, which imposes an obligation on the court to keep uy 
the original number of the trustees. On the other hand, section o 
the Public Trustee Act gives power to appoint the Public Trustee 
in place of any number of trustees originally appointed, and sectio" 
by implication confers on the court jurisdiction to disregard any dire 
tion not to appoint the Public Trustee ard to direct that he shall be 
ippointed. It is obvious, therefore, that where the settlement provides 
not that the Public Trustee shall not be appointed, but only that not 
less than three shall be appointed, the court has jurisdiction to appoimt 
the Public Trustee as sole trustee. Then it is said that the Publi 
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1882, bécause that Act contemplates that capital money shall not be 
paid to fewer than two trustees, but that is only where no contrary 
intention is expressed in the settlement, as appears from section 39 and 
section 45. It seems to me that where there is a power in some person 
under the settlement to appoint new trustees, that means that he can 
appoint in accordance with the statutory provisions for the time being 
in force. It follows that capital money could be paid and notice given 
to the Public Trustee under sections 39 and 45. Then it is said that 
there is nothing in the Act of 1906 which enables the Public Trustee 
to hold land. But if I came to that conclusion I should be shutting 
my eyes to the whole purview of the Act. The Legislature contem 
plated, amongst other things, the grant of probate to the Publi 
Trustee, and it consequently contemplated that he should be clothed 
with all the attributes of an ordinary trustee, and must have the powe1 
to possess himself of the trust property. The absence of any express 
provision on the point is sufficiently explained by the fact that it 
necessarily follows. I therefore direct the order to be drawn up 4s 
originally pronounced.—CounsgL, A. L. Ingpen; Edward Beaumont. 
Souicrrors, Fooks, Chadwick, Arnold, & Chadwick; Gribble, Oddie, 
Sinclair, Rowlatt, & Johnson. 
[Reported by 8. E. Witt1ams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re THOMAS PRICE (Deceased), LAWFORD v. PRICE. 
Parker, J. 14th Feb. 
Conriicr or Law—Domicic—GeneRaL Power or APPOINTMENT—WILL. 


A British subject, who had married a Dutchman, and acquired a 
Dutch domicil, made a will which was admitted to probate in England 
by which she intended to exercise a general power of appointment in 
favour of her husband. 


Held, that the will operated as a complete exercise of the power in 
favour of the husband, notwithstanding certain limitations imposed by 
Dutch law on testamentary disposition. 


A testatrix, who was a British subject, had married a Dutchman, 
and died in 1909, having made her will, which was admitted to probate 
in England. This will was made in Dutch form, but was executed and 
attested by the testatrix and two witnesses in the presence of each 
other. The testatrix had a general power of appointment under an 
English will, and by her will she appointed ‘‘ as her sole heir of the 
whole of which the law in force at the time of her death shall allow 
her to dispose of in his favour, her husband ’’; she also appointed 
her husband “as executor... giving him for that purpose all 
requisite power, mandate, and authority.’’ It appeared, however, from 
evidence before the court that according to Dutch law a surviving 
parent of a deceased person who had died childless had a right to a 
certain portion of that person’s succession; and that in this case the 
testatrix’s mother (since her daughter had died childless) was entitled 
to one-eighth portion of her daughter’s succession, including a one 
eighth portion of the funds over which the power existed. It also 
aypeared from the evidence that, according to Dutch law, the wil 
operated as an exercise of a general power of appointment. The 
question raised on the summons was whether the testatrix’s husband 
was entitled to the whole fund over which the power of appointment 
existed, or whether he was only entitled to seven-eighths of the fund 

PaRKER, J., in the course of his judgment, said that the testatrix, by 
her marriage with a Dutchman, had become a Dutch subject, 
and her  domicil had become a Dutch _ domicil. Under 
these circumstances she had made a will in Dutch form, which was 
executed and attested in the manner required by English law. This 
will was, therefore, admitted to probate in Engl and, and there was no 
reason why, in his lordship’s opinion, for questions which were before 
the English courts, it was not a will to which the Wills Act could be 
applied. The gift to the husband was, in effect, a gift to him of all 
that the testatrix could leave in his favour; and it was because of 
certain restrictions imposed by the Dutch law upon the free disposition 
of property that the qualifying words were inserted. The question 
raised was whether, and how far, and in whose favour, the will 
operated to exercise the power of appointment. Applying the English 
law, it appeared that this will, both because it was a will executed in 
accordance with English law, and because, according to the law of 
the domicil, it was capable, properly construed, of exercising a 
general power of appointment, did exercise the general power of 
appointment reserved to the testatrix by her father’s will. It was 
contended, however, that according to the true construction of this 
will there was an appointment to the husband of seven-eighths of the 
fund, and an appointment in favour of the person who would have 
been entitled, according to Dutch law, of the other one-eighth. In 
favour of the contention that the husband was entitled to the whole 
fund, the cases of Powey v. Hordern (1900, 1 Ch. 492) and Re 
Méyret (1901, 1 Ch. 547) were cited, in which it had been held that a 
special and a general power of appointment under an English docume:'t 
could be exercised in such a way as to dispose of property in a manner 
inconsistent with a foreign law. He Bald (41 Soricirors’ Journar “90, 
75 L. T. 462) is to the same effect. His lordship did not consider 
that the Court of Appeal intended to alter the Jaw as laid down in 
these cases by its judgment in 2e Hadly (53 Soricrrors’ Journat 46; 
1909, 1 Ch. 20). His lordship was, therefore, of opinion that the effect 
of the exercise of the power of appointment by the Dutch will vested 
the whole fund in the husband for his own benefit, so far as the 
testatrix could vest it, and that, having regard to the cases cited, she 
could vest it in him wholly, notwithstanding that according to Dutch 





law she was subject to certain disabilities in disposing freely of her 

estates in Holland.—Counse,, Austen-Cartmell; Martelli, K.C., and 

Owen Thompson; J. H. Bethell; Romer, K.C., W. BR. Bisschop. 

Soxticrrors. Patersona, Snow, Kinder, & Lawson, for Lonquevill, aA 

Co., Oswestry ; Wansey, Stanmers, d& Uo.; Russell-Cooke & Co. 
{Reported by F. Brregs, Barrister-at-Law.] 


. . , 
High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
MINTURN v. BARRY. LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL v. BARRY. 
Div. Court. 22nd March. 

Lonvon Buitpinc—Party Watt—Very Dame DEFECTIVE OR OUT OF 
Repaik ’’—Lonpon Buiwoixse Acr (57 & SS Vict. Cc. CCX), 
s. 88 (1). 

A party wall within the meaning of the London Building let, 1894, 
if it is permeated with dampness may be defective within the 
meaning of section 88 (1) of that Act, although it is in no 
vy out of P sition 


way cracked 


I'wo appeals from the Brompton County Court. ‘The plaintiff, Miss 
Minturn, was the freeholder of No. 14, Chelsea-embankment. The 
adjoining house, No. 15, Chelsea-embankment, was occupied by the 
defendant, Sir J. Wolfe Barry, as tenant to the defendants, the London 
County Council, whe were the freeholders. Between the two houses 
was a party wall, within the meaning of the London Building Act, 
1894. ‘Lhe wall was a wall of the houses; but it appeared that the 
wall had originally been only a garden wall, and was constructed as 
such. Subsequently, however, buildings were put against it. By 
section 88 (1) of the said Act: ‘‘ The building owner shall have the 
following rights in relation to party structures—that is to say (1), a 
right to make good, underpin, or repair any party structure which is 
defective or out of repair.’’ On the 2nd of June, 1910, the plaintiff 
served on the defendants a party structure notice under the Act, 
stating that after the expiration of two months she intended to 
exercise the rights given to her by the above-mentioned sub-section, 
and detailing the works she proposed should be carried out. A 
difference having arisen between the -building owner and the adjoining 
owner, the matter was, under section 91 (1) of the Act, referred to 
two surveyors, and on their failing to agree, the matter was referred 
to a third surveyor, Sir Alexander Stenning, who by his award found 
that the party wall was not so defective or out of repair as to neces 
sitate any works being executed under a party structure notice. From 
this award the plaintiff appealed to the county court. Her counsel, in 
opening the case, stated that the ‘‘ defect’ or ‘* lack of repair ’’ in 
respect of which the notice was given was that the wall was very 
damp—so damp that certain rooms in the basement of her house were 
rendered uninhabitable. Upon this the defendants took the point that 
the mere fact that the wall was damp, however damp it might be, 
could not be said to render the wall defective or out of repair within 
the meaning of section 88 (1) (uli supra), and the deputy county court 
judge gave judgment for the defendants upon this ground. From his 
decision the plaintiff appealed. 


Puitimore, J.—In this case I am of opinion that the matter must 
go back to the deputy county court judge. On the case being opened 
itn him, objection was taken to which unfortunate ‘ly he gave effect. 
It was alleged on behalf of the plaintiff, the building owner, that a 
wall which had admittedly become a party wall, having become one 
by rather an indirect process, had become defective or out of repair 
within the meaning of section 88 (1) of the London Building Act, 1894. 
In opening the case before the learned deputy county court judge it 
was stated that there was a considerable amount of evidence forth 
coming to the effect that the wall was defective, inasmuch as, being 
part of the wall of a house, it let in damp. I have a certain measure 
of sympathy with the adjoining owner, because this wall was only 
defective as being the wall of a house, and it has only become 
defective because it has become part of the wall of a house, though in 
all probability it was originally only a garden wall, in which capacity 
it was quite effective. But subsequently it had a burden put upon it 
for which it was not originally constructed. Yet the fact remains that 
as a party wall it was defective, just as if, having originally been 
built as a party wall, it had cement facings which afterwards came 
away in flakes so that the damp came through. At all events, that 
was the question which these parties were entitled to have tried, 
whether this party wall was defective or out of repair. I gather that 
Sir Alexander Stenning, the very eminent surveyor who acted as 
umpire, came to the conclusion that the wall was not defective, because 
he thought that no wall which was structurally sound enoug th to bear 
the weight resting upon it, and to keep out the access of the wind and 
other physical agencies, could be called defective within the meaning 
of the section. If that was what he meant, I respectfully disagree 
with him. This question of whether a party wall was deficient or out 
of repair is a question of fact which the Legislature has provided shall 
be tried in the county court. That being tne case, there is nothing 
more to be said in the matter. The parties here are adjoining owner 
and building owner, and a party structure notice, good in form if 
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dampness may be called a defect which could be cured by such works 
as were specified in the party structure notice, came before the sur 
veyors under section 91 (1) of the Act. By sub-section 2 of that 
section, if one of the two parties does not like the decision of the 
surveyors, he is entitled to go before the county court judge and get 
the decision rescinded or modified. Even assuming that the learned 
counsel for the respondent is right in his last point, that the county 
court judge cannot of himself make the award harder, or bear more 
hardly on an adjoining owner, than it was made by the umpire, he is 
at least entitled to rescind any award made by the umpire, so that the 
matter must be tried over again. IL think myself that the county 
court judge is entitled to make the award or give the judgment whic! 
the umpire ought to have given in the first instance, whether hi 
decision presses more hardly either upon the adjoining owner or upon 
the building owner than the award made in the first instance. But, 
however that may be, the real matter we have to decide is whether 
or not dampness in a party wall in sufficient quantity makes the wall 
defective within the meaning of the section. In my opinion it does, 
and, that being so, the matter must go back to the county court judge. 

Bankes, J., gave judgment to the same effect CounsseL, for the 
plaintiff, Dickens, K.C., and Willoughby Williame ; for Sir J. Wolfe 
Jarry, Bliss; for the London County Council, F. F. Daldy. 
Souicrrors, Wadeson & Malleson; Hopgoods & Dowson; Edward 
Tanner. 

[Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.] 


REX v. SOUTH SHIELDS LICENSING JUSTICES. Fx parte NORRISON. 
Div. Court. 21st March. 


Orr Licence—Rervusat To Renew—Previovus CONVICTIONS UNDER THE 
Licensinc Acrs—MEANING OF SuBsEequENT Orrence—Licensine Act, 
1910 (10 Ep. 7, c. 24), s. 65. 

In November. 1910, the appellant, an holder of an offticence, was sum 
moned under section 3 of the Licensing Act, 1872, for two offences 
namely, for having sold beer at unauthorized places, and for exposing 
beer for eale at the same time and place 2 He waa served with two 
separate informations, but the summonses were heard together, and the 
appellant was convicted and fined on both charges. On the 8th of Feb 
ruary, 1911, the appellant applied for a renewal of his licence at the 
general licensing sessions. The police pointed out to the justices that the 
appellant had P eviously been twice convicted of an offence under the 
Licensing Act Thereupon the justices refused tke renewal, on the 
ground that the licence had been forfeited by operation of law, so that 
there was no licence in existence which could be renewed. 


Held, that the proper construction of section 65 of the Licensing 
Act, 1910, was that a aecond offence meant an offence committed after 
a previous conviction, that the atatute armed at repressing repeated 
breaches of the law; and that, as there waa nothing to shew the 
justice which of the mvictions relied on was a second offence, the 
rule to make the justices hear the application jor renewal must be made 


absolute 


This was a rule calling upon the justices of South Shields to shew 
cause why a mandamus should not issue to compel them to hold an 
adjourned meeting, to hear and determine the appellant's application 
for the renewal of an off-licence to sell beer. The facts of the case 
appear sufficiently from the headnote. In shewing cause it was con 
tended that the provisions of section 3 of the Licensing Act, 1872, 
had been fulfilled, inasmuch as there had been undoubtedly two con 
victions, one of which must have been subsequent to the other. At 
the time, the attention of the appellant had been called to the fact 
that he was being charged with distinct offences. In support of the 
rule, it was argued that neither of the offences of which the appellant 
had been convicted was a second offence within the meaning of the 
Act. There had to be a previous conviction before there could be a 
second offence. 

Lord Atverstonr, C.J., in giving judgment, said that the question to 
be decided was whether the justices rightly determined that the ippe! 
lant’s licence was void. It was true they had two convictions before 
them. but there was nothing to shew which of the two was the 
second conviction, especially in view of the fact that the justices knew 
the convictions were obtained together. Section 65 of the Licensing 
Act, 1910, substantially re-enacted section 3 of the Licensing Act, 
1872, otherwise repealed, and the court had to consider the words, ‘‘ in 
the case of a second offence.”’ contained in that section. The statute 
apparently aimed at repressing repeated and persistent breaches of the 
law, and the working of section 65 and its subsections would be 
impossible unless the words ‘‘ second offence’’ and ‘“‘ subsequent 
offence "’ meant offences committed after a previous conviction. Sul 
section 3 of section 65 of the Act of 1910 was the section under which 
a licence was forfeited by reason of conviction for a second offence. 
As it was such a serious matter, the sub-section should be construed 
literally—namely, the words ‘“‘ second offence,’’ meaning an offence 
committed after a previous conviction. The justices ought to have 
construed the section in its true sense, and the rule that they hear 
and determine the application would be made absolute. 


Riptey and CHannett, JJ., concurred.—Counset, shewing cause, 
Inskip; in support of rule, Scott For, K.C., and ©. E. Jon 
Sonicrrors, Ford d& Ford, for Robert Purvis, South ‘Shields; Doyle, 
Devonshire & Co., for Molineux & Sinton, Newcastle-on-Tyne. 


Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
L. v. L. Evans, P. 27th Feb. ; 13th March. 

JUDICIAL SEPARATION—WIFE-PETITIONER CONVICTED AND SENTENCED FOR 
FRAUD—APPLICATION FOR PERMANENT ALIMONY—INQUIRY ORDERED. 
Notwithstanding the fact that a wife, who had obtained a decre: of 

judicial separation, had been convicted of fraud both prior and gut. 





sequent to the marriage, the court declined to say that she was not 
entitled to alimony, and ordered an inquiry, but observed that her con. 
duct might be considered. 


Summons in chambers. This was an appeal from Mr. Registrar 
Inderwick, and is reported with the approval of the President. The 
facts necessary for this report sufficiently appear in the reserved judg 
ment set out below. 

March 13.—Evans, P., said: This is an appeal from the registrar 
made upon the application of the petitioner for permanent 
alimony. In form the application was to strike out certain paragraphs 
of the respondent’s affidavit, and for a declaration that the petitioner 
was not entitled to alimony from the respondent. In substance the 
question is whether upon the facts the petitioner was disentitled to 
any allowance by way of permanent alimony following upon a decree 
which the petitioner had obtained for a judicial separation from the 
respondent. The petitioner is the wife and the respondent is the 
husband. On the 4th of February, 1907, upon the petition by the wife, 
a decree for restitution of conjugal rights was made against the 
husband. The husband failed to obey this decree, and thus became 
guilty of statutory desertion. Thereupon the wife presented a petition 
for judicial separation. Upon her petition a decree of judicial separa 
tion was pronounced on the 10th of June, 1907. The wife has no means. 
The husband has an income of about £1,600 per annum. Priméd facie, 
therefore, the wife is entitled to permanent alimony. The husband, 
in answer says that sie was guilty of frauds before the 
marriage, which greatly disappointed his expectations, and after th 
marriage which entailed upon him heavy losses. The wife was con 
victed of certain frauds before the marriage, and was also convicted 
of fraud subsequent to the marriage. The question in these cir 
cumstances is not as to the amount of permanent alimony to which 
she may be entitled, but as to whether I can say without inquiry 
being held that she is not entitled to any alimony at all. The decision 
in a previous application was that while the petitioner was in 
prison under the conviction for fraud she was not entitled to have 
an inquiry as to permanent alimony. Bargrave Deane, J., said: 
‘I see that a time may come when it will be necessary that this inquiry 
should be held, and the best order I can make now is that the applica- 
tion for permanent alimony should stand over until, say, two months 
before the time comes when the petitioner will be released from prison. 
An inquiry can then be held, and an order can be made to take effect 
from the time when she comes out of prison.’”’ I do not regard that 
as a decision against this application, though the point was not, in 
fact, raised. The principles upon which alimony is given in suits for 
judicial separation are to be conformable to those which prevailed in 
the Ecclesiastical Courts (vide section 22 of the Matrimonial Causes 
Act, 1857) In Godolphin’s Abr. 508, alimony is defined as fol 
lows: ‘** Alimony, although it properly signifies nourishment or main 
tenance when strictly taken, yet now in the common, legal, and practical 
sense it signifies that proportion of the husband’s estate which the 
wife saes in the Ecclesiastical Court to have allowed her for present 
subsistence and livelihood, according to law, upon any such separation 
from her husband, as is not caused by her own elopement or adultery ”’ ; 
and ‘‘elopement’’ there is explained as meaning ‘“‘that voluntary 
departure of a wife from her husband to live with an adulterer, and 
with whom she does live in breach of the matrimonial vow, whereby 
she incurs the forfeiture of her dower, unless her husband upon her 
free and voluntary submission shall think fit by way of reconciliation 
to receive her again and re-admit her into the former conjugal rela 
tion.’’ Ayliffe, in his ‘‘ Parergon,’’ p. 58, says: ‘‘ Alimony signifies 
that legal proportion of the husband’s estate which by the sentence 
of the Ecclesiastical Court is allowed to the wife for her maintenance 
upon account of any separation from him.’’ In Poynter on Mar 
riage and Divorce, p. 91, permanent alimony is described as “‘ that 
legal proportion of the husband’s estate which by sentence of an 
Ecclesiastical Court is allotted to the wife for her maintenance after a 
sentence of divorce [which of course means divorce a mensd et thoro| 
by reason of the cruelty or adultery of the husband, as the permanent 
allowance to be paid by the husband to the wife during the period of 
their separation.’’ The origin of the wife’s right to alimony was the 
right which the husband had upon the marriage to all the property of the 
wife. The legislation of the last generation has deprived the husband 
‘of his rights to the wife’s property, but his obligation to provide for 
her maintenance in proportion to his ability so to do remains upon 
grounds which are broader and deeper. The amount of the alimony, and 
indeed in some degree the question of whether or not it should be 
allowed, in the discretion of the court, a discretion to be exercised judi 
cially according to established principles of law, and upon an equitable 
view of all the circumstances of the particular case. It has from time 
to time been argued that in cases of separation where the wife is the 
party at fault she cannot be entitled to alimony; but this question has 





Reported by GERALD D /b80N, Barrister-at-Law.| 


now been set at rest by the decisions in Prichard v. Prichard (3 Sw. 
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& Tr. 523), and in Gooden v. Gooden (40 W. R. 49; 1892, P. 1). In| 


the case. now before this court the husband has been most unfortunate | 
in his marriage and in his marital relations. He has greatly suffered 
from the financial losses which he has incurred by reason of his wife's 
extravagant and fraudulent conduct. It was argued on his behalf 
that she procured him to marry her by her fraudulent misrepresenta 
tions. If this were so, it would not, of course, in any way affect 
the validity of the marriage. Indeed the proceedings in which the 
application now before the court is made shew and establish the validity 
of the marriage. The wife obtained her decree for restitution of con 
jngal rights. The husband disobeyed this decree. He thereby became 
guilty of desertion by statute. She thereupon obtained her decree 
for judicial separation. Although she was afterwards convicted and 
sentenced to penal servitude, she remains by law his wife, and he is 
still by law her husband. The decree for judicial separation makes her 
a feme sole with regard to contracts, torts, and rights of property, and 
it relieves him to some extent from liability arising from her contracts 
or torts; but it does not exonerate him from all lability in respect of 
necessaries supplied to her if she has no means of subsistence, unless 
he complies with such order as the court may make with regard to | 
her alimony (vide section 26 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857). 
The conduct of the wife may be looked at when the court is asked 
to order permanent alimony, just as it may be considered upon an 
application for alimony pendente lite: Brisco v. Brisco (2 Hagg. Con. 
199 and 201). The contention for the respondent here is that there 
ought to be no inquiry as to permanent alimony, or, in other words, 
that the court has no jurisdiction to order that she should receive 
any alimony at all. She has no means whatsoever. If she 
receives no alimony she may either have to beg or to be 
come a burden on the public or to be driven to vice or | 
to starve. It may be, and no doubt is, a hardship upon th 
husband, but in so far as matrimonial offences cognisable by the law 
are concerned, she has proved him to be in the wrong by obtaining the | 
two decrees against him. In these circumstances I order that the } 
inquiry as to permanent alimony do proceed; but the order of the 
registrar must be varied, because the paragraphs of the respondent’s 
affidavit which he ordered to be struck out must stand, as they contain 
statements of circumstances which cannot be excluded from considera 
tion when the inquiry comes to be held. The respondent must pay the 
costs of this appeal. Leave to appeal was granted.—CouNn'sEL 
Barnard, K.C., and 8. Bevan, for petitioner; @. Wallace, K.C., and 
A. 8. Carr, for respondent. Soricrtors, Edgar Smith & Co., for 
petitioner; #. F. Turner & Son, for respondent. 
[Reported by Dresr Corrs-Prexpr, Barrister-at-Law.) 


MARIGOLD (otherwise EVANS) ». MARIGOLD. 
20th March. 


Nuttiry—PermMaNent Marntenance—Dum Sota Cravse—ReEpvcep 
Amount on REMARRIAGE—MatrimontaL Causes Act, 1907 (7 Ep. 7, 
c. 12). 

The court has power in nullity suits to fix permanent maintenance 
dum sola, and to reduce amount on remarriage. 

Motion to confirm the report of the registrar fixing permanent main 
tenance for a wife who had obtained a decree of nullity on the ground 
of the husband’s incapacity. The parties had been married on the 
9th of April, 1889, and on the 24th of February, 1910, a decree nisi 
for nullity was pronounced, which had recently been made absolute. 
The parties had lived together for twenty years without the wife being 
aware that she had any legal remedy. In August, 1909, the husband 
left his wife, having come into a large increase of income on the death 
of his mother. The wife consulted her solicitors, and having ascer- 
tained her legal position, filed a petition for nullity. Subsequently she 
filed a petition for permanent maintenance. The registrar reported 
that the husband’s income was about £1,350 per annum, and submitted 
that maintenance should be secured to the wife at the rate of £400 a 
year. Counsel for the husband submitted that the wife, having elected 
to have the marriage declared null and void, instead of suing for 
restitution of conjugal rights, could not now be heard to complain that 
she had lost her position as a wife. When the parties lived together 
their income varied from £300 to £540, but now that the husband 
had £1,300 per annum the lady wished for £400 for herself alone. In 
such a case the maintenance should be dum sola (Wood v. Wood, 1891, 
P. 272. and Smith v. Smith, 1898, P. 25), and if she remarried her 
maintenance should cease, as in Sharpe, otherwise Morgan v. “= 
(1909, P. 20). In nullity cases the court had never yet reduced the 
amount of maintenance on remarriage. Counsel for the wife con- 
tended that all the facts and circumstances must be considered. Here 
the husband had deceived the wife, and caused her to lose the best 
twenty years of her life. In this case £400 per annum was a very 
reasonable amount for a man to provide as a jointure for his widow, 
having regard to the principles laid down in Sykes v. Sykes (1897, P. 
306) and Kettlewell v. Kettlewell (1898, P. 138). ' 

Evans, P., said that, having regard to all the circumstances, he 
thought that £400 was a reasonable sum for the husband to allow his 
wife as permanent maintenance. The husband had suggested that if 
she remarried £250 would be sufficient. He had, therefore, come to 
the conclusion that permanent maintenance should be secured to the | 
wife dum sola at the rate of £400 per annum, but that if she re- 
married she should only receive the sum of £250 per annum. These 
two amounts were in the approximate ratio of one-third and one-fifth 
to the husband’s income. The matter would accordingly be referred 


Evans, P. 











to conveyancing counsel to settle deed and security.—Counstn, Le Bas, 
for wife; Bayford, for husband. So.icrrors, Johnson, Weatherall, & 


Sturt, for wife; Beale & Co., for husband. 
[Reported by Diosr Oores-Prexpr, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Societies. 


The Selden Society. 
ANNUAL MEETING. 

The annual meeting of the Selden Society was held on Wednesday, in 
the Council Room, Lincoln’s-inn Hall, the president (Mr. W. C. 
Renshaw, K.C.) taking the chair. Among those present were Mr. 
Justice Joyce, Sir Frederick Pollock, Sir John Gray Hill, Mr. P. O. 
Lawrence, K.C.. Mr. C. A. Russell, K.C.. Mr. A. H. Jessel, K.C., Mr. 
J. G. Wood, Mr. Boydell Houghton, Mr, E. H Thirlby, Mr. R. W. 


Cracroft, Professor J. H, Morgan (Unive rsity College, London), Mr. 


J. E. W. Rider (hon. treasurer), and Mr. B. Fossett Lock (hon. secretary). 


The CHAIRMAN, in moving the adoption of the report, said that the 
sanction of the King had been obtained as patron of the society. His 
Majesty had been patron as Prince of Wales, but that patronage ceased 
when he succeeded to the throne. The accounts of the society presented 
a very satisfactory balance, which would be reduced by the payment 
for the issue of the twenty-fifth and twenty-sixth volumes, which was 
about to take place. With regard to the publication of books, he must 
speak rather apologetically. The volume for 1909 was “The Eyre of 
Kent, 6 & 7 Ed. 2, volume 1,’ and it dealt with the records of the 
justices’ itinerary in 1313-4. It was a very excellent book. Unfortu- 


>| nately, the gentleman who was editing it, Mr. Vernon Harcourt, died 
| suddenly when he had partially completed the work, and it took time 


to find someone to succeed him, so that its production had been delayed. 
It was a book of great interest, because it was the only book of the ‘sort 
that had ever been printed, with one exception. Professor Maitland 
discovered a manuscript, which turned out not to be a very correct one, 
in the library of the University of Cambridge, and Mr, Harcourt found 
seventeen other manuscripts, more or less incorrect, and all these having 
been collated the work was completed. It was lengthy, but it was of 
very great importance in the history of the law in this country, and 
of great importance to any future historian of Kent. Volume 25 ought 
to have been in the hands of the members by this time. Everything 
had been ready for its printing, when the printers discovered that they 
had no proper paper on which to print it, and the paper had to be 
manufactured specially, but he hoped it would be issued next week. 
It dealt with the Star Chamber proceedings in the time of Henry 8th. 
The society had already issued a volume dealing with the time of 
Henry 7, and he hoped they would be able to go on issuing further 
volumes dealing with the matter until the end of the Star Chamber 
proceedings at the termination of the reign of Charles 1. The volume 
for the present year was also approaching completion. It was a volume 
of the Year Books in continuation of the last volume of ‘‘ The Year 
Book of the Eyre of Kent.’’ It was almost ready to go to the printers. 
He believed the strike was still causing a good deal of trouble at Messrs. 
Eyre and Spottiswoode’s, and the publication might be delayed, but he 
hoped it would be not much delayed. As to the future publications, 
there, again, there had been misfortune. Professor Gross, of Harvard, 
had died, having collected materiale for the second volume of ‘ Select 
Cases in the Law Merchant,”’ and the collection he had made had not 
yet been found. It was hope] that it would be discovered, but at 


present it had been impossible to arrange for the completion of the 
work. The Master of the Rolls had ceased to be vice-president by the 
termination of the regular period of three years, and the council had 


nominated Mr. Justice Joyce in his place. Casual vacancies on the 
council had been filled up by the appointment of Lord Justice Fletcher 
Moulton and Mr. Thomas Rawle. 

Sir Freperick Poiiock seconded the mbtion. With regard to the 
issue of ‘‘The Year Book of the Eyre of Kent,’’ he said that there 
had been great difficulties. As it was left the text had been transcribed 
and very nearly revised, but not quite. The great quantity of material 
and the badness of its quality had been very troublesome. Of all the 
eighteen manuscripts which had been got together not one was even 
tolerably good according to the average standard of thirteenth century 
manuscripts. The French was exceedingly corrupt and the Latin not 
good, and that was the material that Mr. Bolland and he had had to 
work upon. He believed, however, that they had succeeded in getting 
a pretty fair representation of what must have been intended to have 
been meant by the scribes of that period, and he congratulated the 
secured the services of Mr. Bolland, from whom 
they might expect to get some excellent work. The volume of ‘‘ Select 
Ecclesiastical Pleas,”’ by Mr Harold D. Hazeltine, which was 
promised, would be very interesting. Very little was known about the 
proceedings of the Ecclesiastical Courts in the middle ages. 

The motion was carried. 

Mr. Justice Joyce moved a vote of thanks to the Master of the Rolls 
for his services as vice-president during the last three years. The 
Master of the Rolis had devoted a great deal of time to the interests 
of the society. 

Sir Joun Gray Hitt seconded the motion. He said he was sorry 
that the members of his own branch of the profession did not support 
the society in greater numbers. Perhaps also more of the members of 
the bar might join, but that was not his business. There were only 


society on having 
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352 members of the society altogether, and there were some 17,000 
solicitors, and he did not think that 1 per cent. of them belonged to 
the society. Probably a great many did not know of its existence. 
1 hey were not aware, he suppo ed, of the public itions the society 
issued. The Year Books, for example, had only reached to the reign 
of Edward Il If the ocieby had more 
some hope of seeing them reach the reign of Edward III. before many 
years had passed, but there was little hope of that at present Thes 
Year Books were of the greatest interest, and i is very interestil 











members there would 


» see that attorneys were existing apparer tly as a prof ssion 600 years 
iLO There was one t nere the jud e called torney a“ W | 
rascal,’ but he found t the Lord Chief Justice called one of the 
erjcants a wicked caitiff so that what was sauce for the goose was 


sauce for the gander. But these publications threw a very strong light 
time and the state of the law, 
dminister justice in a humane kind of way, 
' led by technix ilities, and one ilso saw the histor 

of the beginnings of the of English lav All that was not too 
close to the practice of the lawyer of either branch to make it tiresoms 
for him to read after he had done his day's work, and yet it had 
sufficient relation to his day’s work to make it interesting. He thought 
that no one could read these greatl) 


upon the manners of the and one sav 
the jud es trying t 
though they were stran 


growth 


publications without being 


interested in their contents. He was glad that there was the promise 
f another volume of the ‘‘ Law of Merchants,’’ where it appeared 
that justice was often done with commendable celerity, of which 
gave an instance He did appeal to members of his own branch of t! 
profession to join the society, and aid it with their subscriptions and 
their interest, so that the society might be ble t et these volume 
brough it faster than the case at present 

The motion wa carrie 

Mr. J. G. Woop proposed a vote of thanks to Sir Frederick Poll 
ind Professor \ radoff, literary directors: Mr. J. FE. W lider 


hor treasurer; Mr. J. W. Clark, K.C., and M1 
suditora: and Mr. B. Fossett Lock. hon. secretary 
‘ir. Cracrort seconded 
M Boyvpett Hoventon moved a vote of 
Lincoln’s-inn for the use of tl} 


Hubert Hall, hon 


carried. 
hanks to the treasurer ar 
hall. and to the presid: rn 


the motion, and it was 


Vr. FE. H. Trrrery t econding the motion, joined with Sir Jol 
(‘ray Hill in the appeal to members of their own branch of the pro 
fe 1 to n this most excellent society 
eedings terminated. 


The CHarmman returned thanks. and the pre 


Solicitors’ Law Stationery Society (Limited). 


The twenty-second annual general meeting of the society was held 
on the 27th inst., at 104-7, Fetter Lane, Mr. W. Arthur Sharpe pre 
siding 

The report stated that the turnover had increased from £64,960 in 
1909 to £73,389, and that the profit for the vear was £6,774 9s. 1d 
against £4,889 9s. 9d. in 1909 

The Chairman, in moving the adoption of the report, mentioned that 
the profit for the year was exceptional, and he attributed this, amongst 
other things, to publications issued in connection with the Finance A 
» General Elections having occurred during the vear 
A dividend at the rate of 6 per cent. per annum, making 9 per cent 
for the vear, free of income tax, and a distribution of profits amongst 
iccordance with th 


custome n irticles of association, was declared 


Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Societies. 


DesaTinc Soctery March 28.—Chairman, M1 
The subject for debate was ** That Tariff Reforn 
Party.”’ Mr. C. H. Gurney opened 
Krauss ope ned in the ne gative The fol 


Law Stvpents’ 
Rk. W. H indley 
is the curse of the Conservative 
in the affirmative, Mr. C. 8 
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Obituary. ; 
Mr. H. J. V. Philpott. 


The death is announced, at the age of seventy years, of Mr. H. J. \ 
Philpott, for over thirty years Clerk to the Worshipful Company of 
Butchers. Mr. Philpott, who was a native of Haverfordwest, was 
says the J'ime 
of Smithfield. Early in his professional career he was engaged in th 
conveyancing department of the Solicitors to the Ecclesiastical Com 
missioners, and after starting in practice in the City he became secr: 
tary to the Butchers’ Charitable Institution. Later he was elected 
Clerk to the Butchers’ Company, a position from which he retired 
last December. On that occasion the Court of the Company presented 
him with a silver service, and in a codicil to his will Mr. Philpot 
provides that, on the death of his widow, this shall pass to th 
Butchers’ Company. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Watter Liewettyn Fry, barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Coroner for the Northern District of the County of York. Mr. Fry 
vas called to the Bar in 1895. He is a graduate in Medicine and 
Surgery of the University of Oxford. 

Mr. Frank Hamitton Mettor, K.C., who has been appointed Judge 
of the Manchester County Court (Circuit No. 8), is a son of the lat 
Mr. Justice Mellor. He was called to the Bar in 1880, and has beer 
1 member of the Northern Circuit. He is Recorder of Preston. 

Mr. Cuartes Epwarp Lamps, of the firm of Lamb & Stringer, soli 
itors, of Kettering, has been appointed a Notary Public. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Admission. 


Messrs. Ellis Peirs & Brandreth, solicitors, of 17, Albemarle-street, 
London, announce that as from the 25th of March, 1911, they have 
idmitted into partnership Mr. Grorace Coope Daw, who has been 
ssociated with them for eleven years. The name of the firm will b« 
Ellis Peirs & Co., as heretofore. 


Dissolutions. 


Rosert Owen Jones and Rosert Owen Davies, solicitors (R. O 
Jones & Davies), Blaenau Festiniog and Llanrwst. March 24. 
Wittum Leacatr, Artuur Lecoatt, and ALEXANDER JOHNSTON 
Carrutuers, solicitors (Leggatts & Carruthers), 5, Raymond-buildings, 
Gray’s-inn, London. Feb. 4. 
[Gazette, March 28 


General. 


The general meeting of the Barristers’ Benevolent Association will 
take place’on Monday, the 3rd of April, in the Middle Temple Hall, 
it 4.30 p.m., the Attorney-General in the chair. 

Tuesday's London Gazette announces that the King has_ been 
pleased, by Letters Patent under the Great Seal of the United King 
dom of Great Britain and Ireland, bearing date the 27th March, 
1911, to confer the dignity of a Viscount of the said United Kingdom 
upon the Right Honourable Richard Burdon Haldane, one of his 
Majesty’s Principal Secretaries of State, and the heirs male of his 





lo r members continued the debate Messrs Pillans, Bartlett 

Harnett, Henderson, W. 8S. Jones, Burgis, Shearn, Shrimpton, and 

Kafka. The motion was carried by one vote 
Bramincuam Law Srupents’ Soctrery An ordinary meeting of th 


society was held at the Law Library, Bennetts Hill, on Tuesday, +}. 
28th of March, T. H. Bethell, Esq., in the chair.—The following moot 
point was debated: ‘“‘ Johnson and Wilkins are in negotiation wit! 
regard to certain business transactions, and Wilkins, wishing to find 
out the financial position of Johnson, and knowing that he banks a? 
the London and Western Bank, instructs his own bankers (Hasd\ 
& Co.) to make inguiries. The London and Western Bank, in answer 
to Hardy & Co., write a letter containing a disparaging account cf 
Johnson's financial stability, and in consequence th 


negotiations arr 


broken off. Has Johnson any right of action against the London and | 
Wester Bank?"’ Mr Maurice I Clutterbuck opened in th 
iffirmative, and was supported by Messrs. P. M. Kerwood, T. G. | 
Mander, E. C. G. Clarke, D. E. Ward, T. H. Ekins, and B. G. Talbot. | 
Mr. J. D. Sampson opened in the negative, and was supported by 
Messrs. T. L. Baley, A. J. Hatwell, W. J. Blackham, G. H. Willcox, | 
and D. A. Daniels. After the openers had replied the chairman | 


summed up, and on the question being put to the meeting the voting | 
resulted For the affirmative, 8; for the negative, 6. A hearty vote 


of thanks to the chairman concluded the proceedings. 


| fault, with costs, and custody of the child of the marriage. 
| band had accordingly divorced his wife and obtained sole custody 





hody lawfully begotten, by the name, style, and title of Viscount 
Haldane of Cloan in the County of Perth. 

A Frenchman and his wife introduced petitions for dissolution of 
marriage against each other. Neither’s domicil was mentioned, and 
in both cases the legal notices were served at the Paris Law Courts. 
which was held to be the legal domicil of both. But, says the Paris 
correspondent of the Daily Telegraph, the petition of the husband 
reached one court, and the petition of the wife another. Both courts, 
ipparently unknown to each other, considered the petitions almost at 
and both decided in favour of the petitioners by de 


The hus 


the same time; 


f the one child. Simultaneously the wife had divorced her husband 
ind obtained sole custody of the same child. As usual, no reports of 
the cases were published, and even the decisions were not noticed in 
the Press. What would have happened if this situation had con 
tinued for any length of time cannot be imagined. But before the 
legal delay for appeal expired the wife got wind of the divorce 
against herself and acted promptly. Her husband was away in 
America. She appealed against the divorce given in his favour, and 
in his absence the appeal went against him. Thus the only decree 
remaining was that dissolving the marriage on her petition and grant 


ing her sole custedy of the ehild. 


as a solicitor, closely associated with the meat traders 
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The death is announced of Mr. Justice Girouard, the Senior Judge 
of the Supreme Court of Canada. He was, says the J'imes, called to 
the Bar in 1860. As a writer on legal subjects he soon became prom- 
inent, particularly as collaborator with another well-known barrister, 
Mr. W. H. Kerr, in the foundation of La Revue Critique in 1873. 
There was so much dissatisfaction at that time with the Quebec Court 
of Appeals that the members of the Montreal Bar even went so far as 
to refuse to appear before it; its reconstitution was largely the result 
of the efforts of La Revue Critique. He was appointed a judge of the 
Canadian Supreme Court in 1895. 


In the House of Commons on the 23rd ult., Mr. Kerr-Smiley asked 
the Prime Minister whether his attention had been directed to a 
speech made by the Home Secretary on the 14th inst., in which he 
said that on several occasions statements had been made from the Bench 
reflecting on trade unions in language which was extremely ignorant 
and out of touch with modern thought, and which had greatly com- 
plicated the administration of justice; whether the Home Secretary 
expressed the opinion of the Government on this occasion; and 
whether, having regard to the nature of the charge made against 
judges, who had no opportunity of defending themselves, he would 
provide members with an opportunity of discussing it in the House. 
Mr. Asquith said : I understand that my right hon. friend was reply- 
ing as a Minister in the ordinary way to a deputation, and it is 
obvious that he did not in the observation referred to purport to be 
speaking for the Government. The answer to the third part of the 
question is in the negative. Earl Winterton asked whether, having 
regard to the accusation made against the learned judges, the right 
hon. gentleman would reconsider his decision to give a day after 
Easter for the discussion of this matter. Mr. Asquith asked the hon. 
member to put his question down on the paper. 

It was stated in the 7'imes, apparently on the authority of the 
Public Trustee, that in the House of Commons, on Wednesday last, 
Mr. Bottomley asked the President of the Board of Trade whether he 
was aware that the Public Trustee is in the habit of advising the sale 
of British stocks with a view to the reinvestment of the proceedg in 
foreign securities ; whether such advice is given upon his own responsi- 
bility ; and whether he will grant a return shewing the total sales of 
British stocks with a view to such reinvestment in foreign securities 
since the establishment of the department of the Public Trustee; and 
that the answer given to this question was to the effect that it is not 
the habit of the Public Trustee to advise the sale of British stocks 
for the sake of reinvestment in foreign securities, but where the creator 
of a trust has elected to give the Public Trustee authority to invest in 
foreign securities the Public Trustee deems it his duty to give that 
expressed intention of the settlor such consideration as is possible and 
prudent under the circumstances of the case. Assuming that the term 
“foreign securities’? would not include the stocks of companies regis- 
tered in England but operating abroad, then (the answer continued) 
of the investments made by the Public Trustee since the inception of 
the Act, which amount to £1,541,607, the value of the investments 
made abroad by the Public Trustee are £97,150 in cases where there 
was a co-trustee or a consent required, and £43,066 in cases where the 
Public Trustee is sole trustee and no consent is required. [As a matter 
of fact, the question had been postponed till Monday next.] 


From the time of the Roman law, says the Journal of the Society of 
Comparative Legislation, the soldier in expeditione has been a “ privi- 
leged person’’ in respect of will-making. In England, before the 
passing of the Statute of Frauds, a nuncupative will—that is, a verbal 
statement by a testator of his wishes before witnesses—might be made 
both by civilians and soldiers. Such wills naturally led to great 
abuses; but when the power was taken away from civilians it} was 
allowed to remain in the case of soldiers, and now, by the Wills Act 
“any soldier being in actual military service - may dispose of 
his personal estate as he might have done before the coming into 
operation of this Act.’’ It makes no difference that he has not 
attained the age of twenty-one. New South Wales has an Act in 
similar terms, and the question has recently been raised as to the 
meaning of ‘‘ actual military service’’ (#e Thompson). The soldier 
testator in question had received a commission in a volunteer regiment, 
and had gone into residence at the barracks. Subsequently a camp 
was formed, and the testator was drafted into it among others desir 
ous of going to South Africa to serve under the Imperial Government 
in the Boer War. On the 19th of March, 1901, he received orders to 
embark for South Africa, and on the 21st he embarked. The will in 
question was made between these two dates—on the 20th of March. 
On these facts, Mr. Justice Street held that the testator was in 
“actual military service "’ at the date of his will. The true test, he 
held, is whether before the will was made the soldier has taken some 
step, under orders, in view of and preparatory to joining the forces 
in the field, and here he had by going into camp for embarkation. 
This is substantially the same view 1s that taken by Sir Francis Jeune, 
on the construction of the English Wills Act, in 7n the Goods of His- 
cock (1901, P. 78). 

The issue of the Journal of the Society of Comparative Legislation 
for March, 1911, just to hand, contains what appears to be an admir- 
able reproduction of a photograph of Professor Heinrich Lammasch, 
the new president of The Hague Tribunal. It represents a vigorous 
and particularly wide-awake personality, wearing a somewhat sporting 
and frivolous necktie, but in other respects garbed appropriately to 
his high position. In an account of his life we learn that he is of an 
old Austro-German stock, and that having distinguished himself by 





important literary and theoretical work there was opened to him the 
way for a very successful activity in the legislative and diplomatic 
spheres. He was nominated in 1899 one of the delegates of Austria 
Hungary to the first Hague Peace Conference, and there he became 
a member of the Committee of Examination, which really has done 
most of the work of the Conference; he worked there together with 
men like Bourgeois, Lord Pauncefote, Holls, Zorn, Martens, Asser, 
Descamps, Count Nigra, and Odier. In 1902 the Austrian Govern- 
ment again entrusted to Professor Lammasch part of a very important 
diplomatic task: he was sent to Brussels as adviser of the Austrian 
representatives at the International Sugar Conference, which abolished 
by agreement of all States concerned the institution of sugar export 
bounties. In the same year Professor Lammasch, for the first time, 
was called upon to take part in international arbitration; he decided 
the Venezuelan case between Great Britain and the United States. 
In the year 1905 Dr. Lammasch, together with the Chief Justice of 
the United States, Melville Fuller, and Savornin Lohmann, decided 
the Muskat case. During the last two years he has been called upon 
to perform one of the greatest tasks which international arbitration 
has solved; as President of the Court of Arbitration at The Hague 
he gave the decision in the famous Newfoundiand Sea Fisheries 
question between Great Britain and the United States and in the 
Orinoco Boundaries question between Great Britain and Venezuela. 








Royart Navat Cotrece, Ossporne.—For information relating to the 
entry of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for ‘‘ How to 
Become a Naval Officer”’ (with an introduction by Admiral the Hon. 
Sir E. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an illustrated 
description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and_Dart- 
mouth.—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, Brook- 


street, London, W. [Apvrt.] 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota ov Reoisreans in ATTENDANCE OW 


Emencexoy Aprrrat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 





Date. Rota. No, 2. Jovon. Rwinrew Eapy. 
Monday, April 3 Mr Theed Mr Bloxam Mr Synge Mr Farmer 
Tuesday ...... 4 Church Theed Goldschmidt Bloxam 
Wednesday ...... 5 Synge Church Greswell Theed 
Thursday ........ 6 Goldschmidt Synge Bea! Church 
Friday .... o @ Greswell Goldschmidt Borrer Svnee 
Saturday ......... 8 Beal Greswell Leach Goldschmidt 

Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr, Justice 

Date. Wanrninoron. Nevitie. Panxer. Eve, 
Morday, April 3 Mr Beal Mr Church Mr Greswell Mr Leach 
Tuesday ies Borrer Synge Beal Farmer 
Wednesday..... 5 Leach Goldschmidt Borrer Bloxam 
Thursday......... 6 Farmer Greswell Leach Theed 
Peay 0.000000 F Bloxam Real Farmer Charch 
Saturday......... 8 Theed Borrer Bloxam Synge 


. . ° 
Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—Faipay, March 24. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limrtaep tm Omaworey. 

Aurgertow Tree sxo Rusper Woes, Lro (1m Liqurpation).—Creditors are required, 
on or before April 2%, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of taeir 
debts or claims, to KE. B. Read, 196, emp'e combra, Temple av, liquidator 

Cateaky amp Meptctrne Hat Lanp Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before June 
1. to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Woolley & Whitfield, 1,Great Winchester st, solors for the liquidators : 

G. & W. Tuomas, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before April 25, to send their 
names and addresses, and the perticuiars of their debts or claims, to Frederick 
Leopold Barnside, 8, Woodiands rd, Leytonstone, liquidator 

H. F. Hicuiesow & Ceaees, Ltp—Creditors are required, oa or before May 8, to rend 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henrg 
Windsor Bayne, |, Oxford ct, Cannon at, liquidator 

Hotxoyps Nue@auttna Pavements, Lrp (1909)—Petn for winding up, presented March 
16, directed to be heard April 4. Leonard & Pilditch, Aldsrman’s ho, Bisho ate, 
solors for the petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 3 

Kwsiout & Hit, Lro—Creditors are required, on or before April 20, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, wo Frederick 
William Fox, 8, 8t. Martin’s, Leicester, liquidator : 

Noarm Britise Erecrraic Powar Synprcate, Lrp - Creditors are required, on or before 
April 15, to send their names and addreses, and the particulars of their debte 
or claims, to Andrew Wood, 695, Salisbury House, London wall. Deacon & Uo, 
Great 8t Helene, solors for the liquidator 

Puamix Satvace Co, Lrp (us Votowrany Liguroation)—Oreditors are required, on 
or before April 7, to send their names and addresser, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Henry Lloyd, 46, Castle st, Liverpool. Simpson & Vo, Liverpool, 
eolors for the liquidator 

ProvixciaL Pataces, Lap—Petn for winding up, presented March 22, directed to be 
heard April 4. John B, & F. Purchase, 14, Regent st, solors to the petoer. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’ciock in the afternoon of 
April 3 

Reeplasves Co, Lap—Petn for winding up, presented March 21, directed to be 
beard April 4. Bennett, & Ferris Coleman st, solors for petners, o'ice of appear - 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’ciock in the afternoon of April 3 

Starvorpsuire Freawciuat Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented March 16, 
directed to be heard April 4. Flux & Co, Leadenhall at, for Cotterell, Walsall, solors 
for the petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not laver than 
6 o'clock in the afternoon of April 3 
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Summennitt Cortrery Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, ted March 7, directed to 
be heard at the Court House, Priory st, Dudley, April 4, at 11. Jeffries, Birmingham, 
solor for the petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of April } 

T. P. Sywprcare, Lrp (1m Votuntary Liqvrpation) — Creditors are required, on or 
before April 26, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claima, to W. W. Mitchell, 10, Austin Friars, liquidator 

Tarragon & Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before April 18, to send in their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Joon 
Geoffrey Palmoar, 4n, Frederick’s p|, Old Jewry, liquidator 

Wesreatis Mocwr Moresaws Gown Mises Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or 
before June 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Alfred Edward Morgans, St George’s ter, Perth, Western 
Avstralia, Gawler & Co, Perth, solors for the liquidator 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, March 28. 


JOINT BTOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep iw Cmanczry. 


Bortow & Co, Lp, Birmingham, Wholesale Jewellers—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 9, to send their in Christian and surnames, their addresses and descrip- 
tions, and fall particulars of their debts or claims, to H. Overton, 3, Cherry s¢, 
Kirmingham, liquidator 

Cranks Hovmes Comuerctat Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before April 15, 
to send their names and addressees, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
John Robert Haworth, 4, Norwood av, Southport, liquidator 

Eastwoop & Surraskzp, Lro—Creditors are required, on or before April 29, to send 
tneir names and addresses, and the 
Kdward Lewis, King at, Kochdale. Thompson, solor for the liquidator 

Haapt & Co, Lro—Creditors are required, on or before April 28, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debta or claims, to Charles William 
Nasmith, 4, Brazennose st, Manchester. Boote & Co, Manchester, solors for the 
liquidator 

M.T.M, Sywprcare, Lro--Creditors are required, on or before April 28, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particuiars of their debte or claims, to Alex, G. 
Parker, 2, Coleman at, liquidator 

N. & T. Lowspats, Lro—Petn for winding up, ted March 17, directed to be 
heard at the County Police Court, King st, Blackburn, April 10,at 10. Smith & 
wazackeriey, 5, Cannon st, Preston, solora for the petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 9 

Nawroxr (Essex) Gas Co, Lrp (tx Votuntary Ligvrpation)—Creditors are required, 
on or before April 18, to send in their names and addresses, with particulars ot their 
debta or claims, to Wade & Lyall, Saffron Walden, and Cornhill, solors for tre 
liquidator 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gasette.—Faipar, Mar. 10, 


Aweto-Weerrmactan Corrur Co, Lrp, 

Weer Kitry Muntre Co, (Reconstruction). 
weap amp Dierator Minexat Warar Manvracroxutse Oo, Lev. 

. Incanpsscest Co, Lav 

Kisrrontetn Deer, Lro 

H, MoCuttocu & Co, Lrp. 

Awenican Sxatine Kink Co. (Anrwear), Lrp. 

Sreanaceus, Lrp. 

Hirroprome Sxatine Rink Co, Lrp 

Aicasy Tinese Sywpicats, Lro, 

T. P. Symvrcate, Lev. 

Atrestow Trar ayo Reweer Works, Lop, 

Foarescur Weragreman & Oo (1903), Liev. 

Firearo Hypeavtio Civrca, Leo. 

Epwakps b. Surru & Co, Lrp. 

Aaravur Suracer & Vo, Lro, 

Bassow Mineeat Water any Bortiine Co, Lrp, 

Waacenack Sreameair Co, Lov. 

G. & W. Tuomas, Lv. 

M.T. M. Sypicats, Lro. 

Gaeanpe Veaniesiznee Mine, Leo 

Las Cascavas Ptantations Co, Lrv. 

Waeerees Owstanio Sraproats, Lrv. 

Agcape Care Raesravaant (Cnxoater), Lro. 

Eoensniper Co-orenariva Sootety, Lrp. 


London Gasctte.—Tusspay, March 14. 


Noararxwpen Parvare Cius Co, Lrp, 

M. ©. Wirars Co, Lev. 

Acme Parent Fras Atanu Oo, Lov. 

Dispis-Wourereck Proorss Devecorment Co, Lrp. 

Consourpatep Exriorgarion axp Devatormanr (Raopesta) Co, Lrp (Amalgamation). 

Witt Sxinese, Lro. 

East Trcecey (Camava) Orcrietps, Lop. 

Continvovs Counras Cusce Uo, Lrp. 

Laxcasuree Marat Rerinine Co, Lro. 

Dees Seore Scoot. ov Stserme, Lro. 

Pana Cruces, Lap. 

Tuames Bank Waanr Moron Works, Ltp (Reconstruction). 

Eastrwoop & Susrarap, Lro. 

Rostwsom & Co (Newcastie Ganaen), Lrv. 

Pomiutave, Leo. 

Ween Gaanrie Co, Lev (Amalgamation). 

Danoteutees, Lrp (Amalgamation), 

Baunparr & Co, Lrp (Amalgamation). 

Barris Casetxs Co, Lrp meade eg > 

Lae@at amp Commenctat Iwsvzance Co, Ltp (Reconstruction). 
London Gasette,—Faipay, March 17. 


Krppermrversr Newsrarsx Co, Lrv. 

Panis Hirropaome Sxartxe Rix Co, Lop. 

Roretrr Bortpise Co, Lrp. 

J. Bows & Uo, Lrp. 

Cc. M. Suvrom, Lrp. 

Bewntons, Lev. 

Averaatasiuas Gotp Mixtve Co, Lrp, 

Puasix Satvaes Co, Lrv. 

Santa Rosa Estancia Uo, Lrv. 

B, Jouwson & Son, Lp. 

Maeetass Lrp. 

Sonvuttze Gonwrowpsr Co, Lrv. 

Epwarp Broox, Lrp. 

** Brsov Taeatens, Lp.” 

Tarsipap Devecorment Synpicats, Lev. 
London Gazette,—Tuxspar, March 21, 

Patace Rotten Riwx Oo, Lrv. 

Trtak, Jonsson & Uo, Lrv. 

Gaanp Horst, Mompasa, Lov. 

Bovaws & Rarcros, Lep. 

Duanam Satine any Evxtertatruents, Lev. 





iculars of their debts or claims, to Uharles | 





©. Hamrator & Co, Lrp, 
Groner Steaner, Lv. 
Keene & Co, Lro. 
Epurm -Sivcraim, Lro. 
Taoatvm (Meta Firawenr) Lame Worxs, Lev. 
Metewraxe Synprcare, Lav. 
8. M. asp P, R Sywpicare, Lrp, 
J. Mozaw & Sow, Lov. 
Scscesaw Hovsswire's Exurerrion, Lev. 
Surivam Gotp Concessions (1908), Lrp. 
Westerns Perrouxum Co, Lrp. 
Lospow Aviation Grounp, Lp. 
Rerweveanoe anv Guawanter Corroxratios, Lro. 
Aux Gateatzs pe Paats, Lrp. 
London Gazette.—FRinaY, March 24, 
PENARTH STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 
WENVOEK STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 


| LAVERNOCK STZAMSHIP Co, LTD. 


HARTLEPOOL ROLLING MILLS Co, LTD. 
FINEDON CONSERVATIVE CLUB Co, LTp. 
CLARKE HOLME COMMERCIAL Co, Ltp, 
BRITISH MUTUAL ASSURANCE Co, LTD. 
B.N.B. PLANTATIONS, LTD. 
F. X. 8. SYNDICATE, LT». 
KENYoNS, LTD. 
N. AND IT. LONSDALR, LTD, 
MAYALL, 80N, & JACKSON, LTD. 
SCENIC ) ACHTING CRUISES, LTD. 
TAMEL COAL Co, Lip. 
R. J. FeERGuson & Co, Lrp. 
NORMAN PROPERTIES SYNDICATE, LTD. 
G. HaRpT & Co, LTD. 
LIVERPOOL STEAMSHIP “ MeRsey,” LTp. 
“* M” SYNbICATER, LTD. 
“Kesror” 8.8. Lrp 
CHAPMAN & Co (WIMBLEDON), LTD. 
C.A.R.M Co, Lrp. 
LONGMAN & Co, LTD. 
JoserH GREY & Co, LTD, 
F-H, SYNDICATE, LTD. 
R. JARRETT & Co, Lrp. 
W. H. Jongs & Co, Lrp. 
CHAMPS ELYSEES, PARIS, SKATING RINK Co, LTD. 
CARLISLE AND CUMBERLAND BANKIN@ CO, LTD. (Amalgamation). 
TRANSACTIONS SYNDICATE, LTD. 
Hewar KR. Bowers, LTp. 
NeTHERLANDS PROMOTION SYNDICATE, LTD. 
GUNN CasTOR Co., Lip. 
ILKLEY SKATING RINK, LTD. 
BAMBOO DEVELOPMENT SYNDICATE, LTD. 
James Evves & Co., Lrp. 
London Gazette.—TURSDAY, March 2 


RHODESIA OpTions, LTD. 

KUSHDEN BRICK AND TILE Co, LTD. 

GRANITIC STONE Co, LTD, 

WELLINGTON MILLS SPINNING Co (KEIGHLEY), LTD. 
UNITED SOUTH AFRICA ASSOCIATION, LTD. 

“ AUDEN ” STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 

HYGIENIC BAKERY AND CONFECTIONERY Co, LTD. 
BISHOPSGATE TRADING Co, Ltp. 

ULAPON RUBBER SYNDICATE, LTD. 

Bb. R. Estates, LTp. 

DUGGAN, NEEL & McCoLM, LTD, 

LEEDS PAVILION SKATING RINK Co, LTD. 

SWAN CONFECTIONSRY Co, LTD 

AUTOMATIC TROLLEY HEAD Co, Lp. 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette,—Fuipay, March 24, 


Morea, JT'womas, Maseteg, Glam, Draper April 20 Hughes v Morgan, Swinfen 
Kady, J Morgan, Cardiff j 
Watmuestey, Batrspa Tasresa, Queen st, Mayfair April 19 Walmesley v Burke, 
Parker, J Stobart, Wigan 
London Gasette.—Toxsvary, March 28. 


Horror, Witt Atexanper, Nesscliffe, Salop, Physician April 25 Horton v Tolley 
and Others, Eve, J Orgill, Norfolk st, Strand 

Mauterr, Eve@ar, Cavendish rd, Brondesbury April 30 Love v Mallett, Joyce and 
Eve, JJ Earl, Chancery la 

Tree, Beawmanrp, Finchley rd, CommissionAgent April 23 Keiser v Trier, Parker J 
Martin, King st, Gaildhall 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Dar or Cram. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Mar. 24. 
BARHAM, RpWARD, Bromfelde rd, Clapham, Warehouseman May? Brooks & Heller, 
Upper Thames st 
BRATON, DANIEL, Portfield, Chichester April26 Bew, Chichester ; 
BRADSHAW, EMMELINE, Titchfield, Southampton April 20 Holloway & Co, Lincoln's 
inn flelds 
BRIGHAM, WILLIAM JosePH, Radipole rd, Falham_ April7 Falkner, Manchester 
BROWNELL, ROBERT PETER, Southport April 2¢ Rutherfords, Liverpool 
BUCKLEY, Rev EDMUND, Dover April 25 Freeley, Dover 
BUNN, PHILIP, Birmingham, Glass Merchant May 31 A & W H Green, Birmingham 
BURDEN, SARAH LYDIA, Canterbury April 23 Mercer & Baker, Canterbury 
CLAYTON, WILLIAM, Cambridge April 29 Ginn & Co, o> 
CoLe, BAStL EyKYN FRANCIS, Richmond, Surrey May 9 Sworder & Longmore, Hert- 
ford 
CooKE, "JACOB, .Btonea, nr March, Cambridge, Farmer April 24 King & Sharman, 
March 
CURNOCK, GEORGE DENNIS, Finsbary Circus House, Blomfield st, Dental Surgeon April 
22 James & Co, Coleman st 
DANIBL, DANIEL JonEs, Abe’ h, Cardigan, Shopkeeper April 80 Taylor, Swansea 
DEAN, CHARLES, Harrogate, York April 20 Marsden, Bradford : 
FULPORD, Rev ROBERT MEDLEY, Buckerell Vicarage, nr Honiton, Devon April 30 B 
& H Campion, Exeter 
Groner, Rev HEREFORD Brooks, Oxford May 1 Morrell & Co, Oxford 
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GRAHAM, ROBERT, Wigton, Cumberland, Farmer April 25 Lazonby & Strong, Wigton 

GRIMSTEAD, JOHN —— Hythe Bow, Cheddar, Somerset, Farmer Aprill¥ Clapp, 
Wedmore, Somerse 

HALL, SARAH, Whytevilte’ rd, Forest Gate April 24 Eldridge & Newnham, Croydon 

HASLERIGG, BARBARA MARY, Shanklin, I of W April 24 Oldham & Co, Harcourt 
bi Temple 

Hopson, JouN FIRTH, Beaulieu villas, Finsbury Park, Wool Broker 
& Co, Cannon st 

JACKSON, ARTHUR WYTHES, Stratford on Avon Jan 28 Emmet & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

James, HARRY GErorGE, Liverpool — 21 Pemberton, Liverpool 

JoHNSTON, Rev CHARLES SMyTH, Cockfield, Bury St Edmunds April 24 Trower & Co, 
New sq. Lincoln's inn 

JoserH, ELIZABETH, Edgbaston, Birmingham April 30 Glsisyer & Co, Birmingham 

LAMDIN, EMMA, Hoylake, Chester April 29 Rarrell & Co, Liverpool 

LINDEKVIST, JANNE ALBeRT, Horsforth York, Nurseryman's Manager May 1 
wick & Crawford, Leeas 

LumBy, JosHUA, Littlemoor, Pudsey, York May1l Gaunt & Co, Bradford 

LoMBY, SARAH ELIZA, Pudsey, York May1l Gaunt & Co, Bradford 

MARSHALL, CHARLES, Norbury, Surrey April 20 Huntley & Son, Bank chmbrs, 
Tooley st 

a See THERESIA, Mansell st, Aldgate April 16 James, Lincoln's inn 
fle 


May1 Kearsey 


Crans- 


Miuuineton, Ald WILLIAM, Wigan May 17 Johnson & Johnson, Wigan 

MILLINGTON, ELLEN, Wigan May 17 Johnson & Johnson, Wigan 

NICKALLS, BEATRIX, Waiton on Thames, Surrey April 18 Baker & Co, Cannon st 

PAYLING, GEORGE WILLIAM, South Collingham, Nottingham, Farmer April 12 burke, 
Newark on Trent 

PuILuirs, CHARLES, Bond st, Vauxhall April 20 Martin & Co, Philpot In 

Prescott, JOHN, Duddon, Chester. Farmer April 22 Birch & Uo, Chester 

Rawson, WILLIAM, Latimer rd, North Kensington April 24 Withers, High Holborn 

ReVILL, SAMUEL SMILTER, Sheffield May 1 Wake & Sons, Sheffield 

RIDOUT, CHARLOTTE, Bath April 25 Hensman & Co, Northampton 

ROUND, THOMAS, Dudley, Worcester, Fitter April 27 Hooper & Fairbairn, Dudley 

Rowk, EARTHYLINDA MaRY, King's Heath, Worcester April 30 Ansell & Ashford, 
Birmingham 

SCHOESTRAND, ELIZABETH ANN, Gosforth, Northumberland April 25 
Dickinson, Newcastle on Tyne 

SUTCLIFFE, JOHN WILLIAM, Birmingham, 
Birmingham 

STONE, MARGARET, Abersychan, Mon May 30 

THOMASON, HENRY, Lymm, Chester,Builder May 1 

THOMPSON, ELLEN MARY, Charicombe, mr Bath May € 

Holborn circus 

Tripp, Joun, 8t James walk, Clerkenwell April 25 Kutland Chancery In 

Turr, JAMES WILLIAM, Westcombe bill, Blackheath, Schoolmaster April 22 
son, Strood, Kent 

ULLMER, MICHARL, Bexhill on Sea April 25 Ellett, Arundel st 

VENN, HENRY KNoTT, Honiton, Devon April 30 Dunning & Co, Honiton 

VINCENT, WILLIAM GEORGE, Petworth, Sussex, Builder April 29 Pittield, Petworth 

Seen Westcliff on Sea, Essex, Wine Merchant May 5 Taylor & Bryden, 
Billiter st 

WHITEL&Y, Joun Epwin, Scammonden, nr Slaithwaite, York March 31 HL & WP 
Reade, Congleton 

WHYLES, FANNY, Sunderland April1 Niel & Crute, Sunderland 

WIDDICOMBE, JOHN GEORGE, Windmill Hill, Enfield April 27 

WILSON, WILLIAM, Barry rd, East Dulwich April 29 
ney hill 

WRIGHT, EMMA, Hove, Sussex May 15 Stevens & Son, Brighton 

WRIGHT, URSULA, Hove, Sussex May 15 Stevens & Son, Brighton 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, March 28. 
BARTON, GEORGE, Clapham Park rd, Clapham, Florist May 6 
Crosby % 
Brooks, HENRY FRANCIS, Eastbourne, Builders’ Merchant June 24 Ward & Son, Hast- 
ings House, Norfolk st 
BUTLER, WILLIAM, Caversham, Oxford Junel Pilley & Mitchell, Bedford row 
am —— ALERED, Welbeck st, Cavendish sq,M.D. APril24 Martin & Co, 
Kin 
CLARKE, 
CLAVERLY, FANNY, Hounslow, Middlesex April 22 
Cook, AGNES ALBON, Birkdale, Lancaster May |! 
COOKE, JOHN, Cliffe cum Lund, or Selby, York, Blacksmith 
1 


Mather & 


Hairdresser April 25 Glalsyer & Co, 
Bythway & Son, Pontypool 
Ridgway, Warrington 
James & James, Ely pl, 


Robin- 


Dixon & Co, Enfield 
Flegg & Son, Laurence Pount- 


Baker & Nairne 


eeeAce EDWARD, Ramgate April 28 Pettiver & Peark:, College hill 
Robinson, Hounslow 

Worden & Ashington, Southport 
April zs Parker & Parker, 


Selby 
CorBET, Sir WALTER ORLANDO, Shrewsbury May 3 Corbould & Co, Henrietta st, 


Cavendish sq 
Cox, Henry, Hereford, Publican April 27 Garrood, Ledbury 
CRICK, ALBERT WALTER: GrorGk, Norwich, 
Reeve, Norwich 


Licensed Victualler April 1 Mills & 








Phillips & Cheesman, Hastings 


CURWEN, JOHN MAIR, Surbiton, Surrey April 11 
Dawes & Co, Rye 


DAWES, WILLIAM, Kye, Sussex, Solicitor April 18 

——, SAMUEL FRANC is, Walthamstow, Essex April 25 Gordon & Co, Serjeants' inn , 
Fleet st 

DINSDALE, ADAM, Manchester, Licensed Victualler April 29 Hockin & Co, Manchester 

FAWSSETT, WILLIAM, Cambridge, Dentist April24 Whitehead & Todd, Cambridge 

FERGUSON, JOHN, Gateshead Aprri 28 Hopkins, Gateshead 

FeRGUSON, JOHN WILLIAM, Marske by the Sea, Yorks, Naval April 19 
Wethey, Middlesbrough 

FISHER, MARIA, West Bridgford, Nottingham May 6 Ford, Nottingham 

FLETCHER. HENRY, Elkesley, Nottingham, Farmer May 20 Mee & Vo, Retford 

FOWLER, GEORGE THOMAS, Canterbury May 1 Blachford & Co, 15, Walbrook 

FUNNELL, SOPHIA KETURAH ADA, Croydon May15 Grundy & Co, Queen Victoria st 

GILL, JOHN RAVEN, Brighton April 30 Romer & Skan, Copthall chmbrs 

HARPER, ROBERT, South Shields, Builder May 1 Moore & Armstrongs, South Shields 

JACKSON, CHARLES VALENTINE, Northampton, Seed Merchant April 22 Darnell & 
Price, Northampton 

Jos, ALBERT, St Blazey, Cornwall April 

KEEN, JANE GERALDINE, Grosvenor Hotel 

Lomas, WILLIAM, Victoria rd, Kensingtou 
Cavendish sq 

MCDONALD, JAMES ALEXANDER, 
Manchester 

MARSH, HENRY, Twyford, Southampton April 24 Wooldridge & Son, Winchester 

MAYNARD, DAVID, Scarborough Mayl W @ W 8 Drawbridge, Scarborough 

Mornison, HARRY, Romford rd, Forest Gate, Engineer May 31 Fullilove & Co 
Cannon st 

OLLERENSHAW, JOHN JAMES, Hurdsfield, nr Macclesfield, Farmer April 30 
Co, Macclesfield 

PRESTON, JOSEPH HOLMES, 
Bradford 

REDFORD, LOUISA ELIZA, Liverpool May 1 

RIBBONS, HANNAH, Moss Side, Manchester, Confectiouer 
Manchester 

ROBINSON, EMMA, West Hartlepool May 2 Boote & Co, Manchester 

RoBsoN, ROBERT, Derwenthavugh, Dunston upon Tyne, Licensed Victualler May 1 
Maughan & Hall, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Scott, MARY, North Shields April 26 Brown & Holliday, North Shields 

SMITH, CATHARINE, Hoylake, Cheshire May 1 Woolcott & Co, West Kirby, Cheshire 

TRACY, CONSTANCE MAkY WORTH, Beaumont st, Portland pl May 3 Corbould .& Co, 
Henrietta st, Cavendish sq 

TOZER, ALFRED, Knott End, nr Fleetwood, Lancaster April 30 

Manchester 

WATSON, EDGAR HENRY, Taunton, Solicitor June 24 

W Hits, EvizaA, Leeds June 1 J B&J A Brooke, Leeds 

WILLIAMS, Key FRANCIS HAYDN, Whitby, York May 6 

Woop, JAMES, Leeds July1 J B&J A Brooke, Leeds 

WRIGHT, ANN, Northampton April 22 Darnell & Price, Northampton 

Youne, BLANCHE, Johannesburgh, South Africa May6 Baker & Nairne, Crosby sq 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 

April 3.—Mesars. Tvcxerr & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residence (see adver- 

tisement, page iv, Mar. 15). 
ril 4.—-Mesars, Depenwnam, Tewson, Ricnarpsom & Oo., at the Mart, at 2: Free- 
noid Property (see advertisement, page v, Mar. 11), 

April 4.—Mr, Caantas Musxstr, at the Mart, at 1: Absolute Reversion and Lease- 
hold Villa (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

April 4.—Mesers. WeaTuersatt & Gaeen, at the Mart,at 2: Freehold Ground-rents 
(see advertisement, ev, Mar. 25), 

April 56.—Mesars. Danie Suiru, Son & + apg at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Baild- 
ing Land (see advertisement, vi, Mar. 11). 

April 6.—Messrs. Eowrn Fox, Bovsrixip, Burnetrs & Bappaier, at the Mart : 
Modern Building, Freehold Building Estate, and Business Premises (see advertisement, 
page vi, Mar. 11, page iv, Mar, 18, and page v, Mar, 25). 

April = Mesers. Frank JOLLY 4 James, at the Mart, at 1: 
and Residence {see advertisement, page v, Mar. 25). 

April 6.—Messre. Stimson & Sons,at the Mart: Freehold Ground-rente, Shops, &c. 
mm eererremens, peg? xe Mar. 26, and back page, this week). 

April 6.—Mesers. H, K. Fostra & Osanrierp, at the Mart, at 2: Absolute Rever- 
sions, Shares, Reversionary Life Interest, Annuity, Policy of Assurance, &c, (see 
advertisement, back 6, this week). 

April 24,—Messrs. Exvxis & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rent and) Town 
Residence o- advertisement, back Page, this week). 


Pensioner 


29 Shackell, St Austell 

April 26 Neale, Temple House, Temple av 
May 3 Corbould & Co, Henrietta st, 
Withington, Lancaster April 17 Dixon & Co, 


Barelay & 


Horton, Bradford April 29 Sutcliffe & Trenholme, 


Venn & Woodcock, South sq, Gray's inn 
May 1 Roberts & Dootson, 


Simpson & Simpson, 
Channer & Channer, Taunton 


Woodwark & White, Whitby 








Freehold Shop Property. 














Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gatette.—TURSDAY, Mar. 21. 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
BaTrY, ALFRED, Bestington, Draper Peterborough Pet 
Mar? Ord Marl 
Biees, ARTHUR FaEDERICE, Ryde, I of W, Grocer New- 
port Pet Mar17 Ord Mari 


16 Ord Mar 16 

COPLAND, CHARLES 
Commercial [raveller 
Mar 16 


Mar 13 








BOWEN, JOHN, Penrhiwceiber, Glam, Colliery Contractor 
Pontypridd Pet Feb16 Ord Mar 16 
CHAPMAN, ALLAN, Nottingham, Grocer Derby Pet Mar 


WILLIAM, 
High Court Pet Mari6é Ord | 


CRAWFORD, ROBERT CUNNINGHAM, Uddingston, Lanark, 
General Contractor Huddersfield 


CusworRTH, ALBERT, Doncaster, Slater Sheffield Pet 
Mar 16 Ord Mar 16 
DOUGLASS, WILLIAM, Normanby, York, Builder Middles- 
trough Pet Mar8 Ord Mar 18 
MMITT, WALTER, Great Grimsby, Skipper Great Grimsby 
Pet Marla Ord Mar 14 
FREER, JOHN, Eaton ter, Eaton sq, Lodging House Keeper 
High Court Pet Mari? Ord Mar 17 
GILL, WILLIAM HEDLEY, Bratton Fleming, Devon, Farmer 
Barnstaple Pet Mar 17 Ord Mar 17 


South Woodford, Essex, | 


Pet Feb 21 Ord 








HE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


24, MOORGATSE STEHRAEBT, LONDON, 
ESTABLISHED IN 1880. 


m.co. 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS-—-LICENSED PROPERTY. 





Upwards of 650 Appeais 





SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the 
direction and supervision of the Corporation. 








Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 
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HaLgs, Exnext Victor, Birmingham, Builder Birming- 
ham Pet Febi Ord Mar i» 

HiGH, CHARLES CHRISTM4S, Norwich, Timber Carter 
Norwich Pet Mar 17 Ord Mar 17 

HOTLa*b, Gonos, Great Grimeby, Fish Merchant 
CGireat Grimsby Pet Mari6é Ord Mar 16 

LAMBERT, WILLIAM HENRY, Shepherd's Bush rd, Wine 
Merchant High Court Pet Febé Ord Mar 16 

LEACH, SAMUKL WAINWRIGHT, yay Motor Pro- 
prietor Leominster Pet Feb 27 Ord Mar 18 

LEAR, JAMES, and FRANK LFAR, Newcastle upon Tyne, 
Fruit Merchants Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Feb 16 
Ord Mar 16 

Lister, Grorex, and Tom Lister, Manchester, Trade 
Lithogravhers Manchester Pet Mar 16 Ord Mar 16 

MOCARTHY, DANIEL, Great Yarmouth, Fruiterer Great 
Yarmouth Pet Mari8 Ord Mar 18 

MARR, JAMES Cops, Leaveland, nr Faversham, Kent, 
Farmer Canterbury Pet Mari? Ord Mar 17 

MARSH, WALTER HeNRY, Holborn, Athletic Outitter's 
Manager High Court PetJan 4 Ord Mar 16 

MARSLAND, Josern, Leeds, Oil Broker Leeds Pet Mar 18 
Ord Mar 18 

NICHOLLS, HAROLD Ernest, Kuuteford, Chester, Butcher 
Mancnester Pet Marié Ord Mar 16 

Ninp, THOMAS WILLIAM, Walisali, Spring Bar Maker 
Walsall Pet Mari6 Ord Mar 15 

PARKER, EDMUND, Leeds Leeds Pet Mari6 Ord Mar 16 

PRESTON, RICHARD DICKSON, Sinclair rd, West Kensington 
Park. Stockbroker High Court Pet Jan 11 Ord 
Mar 17 

Prick, THOMAS JouN, Treorehy, Glam, Collier Ponty- 
pridd Pet Mar 16 (rd Mar 16 

Rees, CHARLES, Warrington, Lighting 
Warrington Pet Marié Ord Mar 16 

Ricuerk, Groner, HArky Richer, SARA ELIZABETH 
SEWELL, and ALICR ANNE KICHER, Stanground, 
Huntingdon, Farmers Peterborough Pet Feb 21 
Ord Mar 16 

RICKARD, WILLIAM, Swanage, Ironmonger 
Mar 16 Ord Mar 18 

Roorns, THOMAS PHILIP, Brewood, Stefford, 
Wolverhampton Pet Feb is Ord Mar 17 

SEVENOAKS, GORGE, Lianvillo, Brecon, Farmer Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Mari Ord Mar 18 

Tucker, ARTHUR, Oakham, Rutland, Beerhouse Keeper 
Leicester Pet Mari7 Ord Mar 17 

VaN WYK, WILLIAM Peter, Coleman st, Agent High 
Court Vet Oct 14 Ord Mar 16 

WALK&R, Hexwert, Derby, Miller Derby Pet Mar 17 
Ord Mar 17 

Weeks, Henny James, Ryde, I of W, 
Newport Pet Maris Ord Mar 18 

Wreourt, HAROLD STANLEY, Canfield gdns, Hampstead, 
Stockbroker High Court Pet Dec 16 Ord Mar 17 

WILKS, JRS8I8, and ALBERT WILKS, Leeds, Drapers Leeds 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Mar 16 

WILLIAMS, CHARLES THOMAS Henry, Rockland St Peter, 
Norfolk, Farmer Norwich Pet Mari8 Ord Mar 18 

Waiont, MARY ANN, Park st, Grosvenor sy, Lodging 
House Keeper High Court Pet Maris Ord Mar 16 


Specialist 


Poole Pet 


Farmer 


Watchmaker 


Amended notice substituted for that p blished in the 
London Gazette of Feb 17: 
SHARPE, DoRIS MARGARET, Byfleet, Surrey Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Jan % Ord Feb 14 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
Ls nden Gazette of Mar 10: 
SCHOFIELD, MARK, Nelson, Lancs, Musical Instrument 
Dealer Burnley Pet Mar 7 Ord Mar 7 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Mar l4: 
CREED, HERBERT, Nailsworth, Glous, Fishmonger Glou- 
cester Pet Mar 11 Ord Mar 11 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Groner, CHARLES, Church rd, Homerton, Builder High 
Court Adjud Oct 26,1899 Annu! Mar 17, 1911 
London Gazette.—Faiv«y, Mar. 24. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Banxee, James, Awsworth, Notts Nottingham Pet 
Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 
Beatow, E D, Abingdon on Thames Oxford Pet Feb 2% 
Ord Mar 20 
Bowron, Joux Actes, and Sipxey Bowron, Kirby st, 
Bermondsey, Leather Merchants High Court Pet 


NEW SERIES. 


2. Heinrich Lammasch : Portrait and Sketch. 
Prov. REDLICH. 


38. Town Planniog. By K. E. WILLCocKs, Esq. 

4. The Legal Interpretation of the Constitution of 
the Commonweaith—Part 1. by A. BEKKIE- 
DALE KgITH, Esq. 

. The Indian Councils Aes. pe. By Six CouRTE- 
NAY ILBEKT, K.C.b., 
6. Notes on the ‘arenes of Death and Sur- 


vivorship in Engiand and Elsewhere. By 
Hi. A, DE COLYAR, », K.C 


No. 24. 


NOW READY. 


Journal of Comparative Legislation. 


PUBLISHED UNDER THE DIRECTION OF THE SOCIETY OF COMPARATIVE LEGISLATION. 


Price 5s. 


CONTENTS: 
. Council and Executive Committee of the Society. | 7. The Hague Conference on Bills of Spores By 


SIR MACKENZIE CHALMERS, K.C.B. 


B 
7) | 8. Notes on Land Taxation in oes By WALL- 
| wYN A. 


N P. B. SHEPHEARD, Esq., 


19. A Sehool of International Law. by W. &. 


BISSCHOP, Esq 


10. Merchant Shipping Legislation of the Empire. 
by A. BEKRIEDALE KEITH, Esy. 


ll. Jurisdiction Against Foreign States. by Jutius 
HIRSCHFELD, Esy. 


| 12. Review of Legislation, 1909. 


13. Notes. 


JOHN MURRAY, ALBEMARLE STREET, W. 





Brett, Evizasetn, West Bromwich, Carriage Builder 
West Bromwich Pet Mars Ord Mar 22 

Buseace, Leonagp Faancis, Carshalton, Surrey, Joiner 
Croydon Pet Feb1 Ord Mar 21 

Camyatty, Atioz, Eckington, Derby Chesterfield Pet 
Mar 20 Ord Mar 20 

Costes, Faaxx Grores, U on Severn, Worcester, 
Stationer Worcester Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar 20 

Counsett, Eowanro, Hanover st, Peckham High Court 
Pet Mar2 Ord Mar20 

Covey, Dr C G, Howland st, Fitzroy sq High Court Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Mar 21 

Caart, Jouw Axtuvns, Billingshurst, Sussex, Veterinary 
Surgeon Brighton Pet Mar2 Ord Mar 20 

Duscas, Atwert, Manchester, General Dealer Salford 
Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 

Evans, Wittiam Henny, Resolven, Glam, Collier Neath 
and Aberavon Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 

Gvasxis, Exi, Cheetham Hill, Manchester, Manufacturing 
Milliner Manchester Pet Marl” Ord Mar 20 

Haxzais, Atyveeso James, Bedford Bedford Pet Mar 21 
Ord Mar 21 

Jouxsox, Joux, and Jouw Jounsow, jun, Leeds Leeds 
Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar 20 

Lioyp, Faxperrice, Pengam, Glam, Haulier Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Mar 20 (Ord Mar 20 

Mace, James, Stockport, Cheshire, Timber Merchant 
Stockport PetMarll Ord Mar 22 

Marxtix, Geonor Hewny, Strand, Builder High 
Court Pet Feb6 Ord Mar 22 

Maserens, Acuaent Eovwasv Herroap, Wellington, Somer- 
set, Farmer Taunton Pet Mar 4 Ord Mar 20 

Mircnet, Jamas Viscert Paut, Stratford, Essex, [nsur- 
ance Agent High Court Pet FebS Ord Mar 22 

Noakes, Eanest Groner, Eastbourne, Joiner Eastbourne 
Pet Dee 21 Ord Jan 31 

Parmer, Ropent Eayest, and Cuastes Jouw Curren, 
Hale, Chester, Builders Manchester Pet Feb 24 
Ord Mar 20 

Portes, Hersert Tuomas, Tokenhouss bitgs, Stock 
Broker High Court Pet Mar2 Ord Mar 23 

Ratment, Atrarp Ricuarp, Leade 1 st, Tailor High 
Court Pet Mar20 Ord Mar 20 

Ronerts, Witssam Jonzs, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth 

Mason Portmadec Pet Mar2l Ord Mar 21 

Srrpvows, Dante, Coalville, Leicester, Commission Agent 

Burton on Trent Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar 20 

Sore, Wittiam PAtreway, New > Surrey Kingston, 

Surrey Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar & 





Mar2i Ord Mar 21 
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lasurances effected on the following risks :— 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
= BMPLOYERS' LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, 
including ACCIDENTS TO | BURGLARY, 
DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 
Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
4, W. COUSINS, 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 





Heap Orrice: 


63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C. 
FIRE DAMAGE. 


SICKNESS and DISEASE, 


| PLATE GLASS. 





Distriet Manager. 


Tuoascey, Heaeeet, Bolton, Lancs, Operative Cotton 
Spinner Bolton Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar 20 

Tuxes, Bessamix, Holyhead, Watchmaker Bangor Pet 
Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 

Vicror, Emmanugt Asaanams, Arlington st, Piccadilly, 
Land Agent High Court Pet Marl7 Ord Mar 21 

Waren, Wituam Faancis Cacti, Worcester, Beer Bottler 
Worcester Pet Mar21 Urd Mar 21 

Wactowy, Josern, Wrexham, Builder Wrexham Pet 

8 Ord Mar 22 

Warwey, Watter Suszarp, Bexley Heath, aan Nursery- 
man Kochester Pet Jan 12 Ord Ma 

Wurre Wiiitas, Burlascombe, Devon, come Taunton 
Pet Mar4 Ord Mar 22 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Baxer, Grorce Lees, Shaftesbury, Dorset April 3 at 12 
Crypt chabra, Eastgate row, Chester 

Batty, AL¥Rep, get UVraper April 3 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy oc 

Buorr, Epwakp, Sam April 3 at 3.40 The 
Hind Hotel, Wellingborough 

Bowanor, Joun ALiten, and Sipxyey Bowrow, Kirby st, Ber- 
mondeey, Leather Merchants April 3 at 1 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

oa Frayx Geouor, Upton on Severn, Stationer April 

8 at 11.30 Off Ree 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Counse.t, Epwaap, Hanover st, Peckham, Grocer April 3% 
at ll —— bidgs, Carey st 

Covey, Dr C G, Howland st, Fitzroy sq April 4 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Dovetass, Wittiam, Normanby, York, Builder April 4 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middles- 
brough 

Dowstse, James Leiouton, Cuagtes Eanest Downixe, 
Faspeaick Eooan Dowxtne, and Sypyey Astuve 
Dowsino, Chesterton, Stafford, Brick Manufacturers 
Apnil 3 at12 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Stafford 

Git, Wituram Hepvisy, Bratton Fieming, Devon, Farmer 
April4 at4 94, High st, Barostaple 

Gaskis, E11, Manchester, Manufacturing Milliner April 
lati2 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester t 

Hoy anv, Gronar, Creat Grimsby, Fish Merchant April 
lat 11 Off Kec, St Mary’s chmbrs, Great Grimsby 

Jounsox, Faxperick Tuomas, Heacham, Norfolk, Builder 

April 1 at 1230 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

Joussox, Jon, and Jou» Jounson, jan, Leeas Leeds 
April 3 at 11.30 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Jusrasex, Jucivs, Urmston, Lancs, Wholesale Provision 
Merchant April3at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Lioyp, Faepesick, Pengam, Giam, Haulier April 5 at 12 
Off Rec, County Court, Town Hall, Merthyr Tydtil 

—— ‘Josera, Leeds, Oil Broker April 3 at 11 Off 

, 24, Bond at, Leeds 
a. Geones Heyay, Strand, Builder April 5 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Masrees, Atsart kowarv Herrorp, Wellington, Somer- 
set, Farmer April3at2z.30 Towa Hall Lecture Koom, 
Wellington, Somerset 

Mencen, Water, High st, Brentford, Grocer April 3 at 
12 14, Bedford row 

Mitrcur.y, James Vincent Paut, Stratford, Essex, Insur- 
rance Agent April5atll Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 


st 

Nicuouts, Harotp Eayest, Knutsford, Cheshire, Butcher 
April Lat ll Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Noakes, Ersest Geonos, Eastbourne, Joiner rw april 3 at 

4.30 County Court Uffices, Seaside rd, Eastbourne 

Panxen, Cuaaes, Burton on Trent, Grocer April 3 at 11 
Off Rec, 5, Victoria bldgs, London rd, Derby 

Porrsrs, Hexsext ‘fnomas, Tokenhouse bidgs, Stock- 
broker April 5atl Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Raimest, A. rarp Ricnaap, st, Tailor April5 
at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Rexs, Cnaaces, Warrington, yah H Specialist April 1 
at 11.30 Off Kec, Byrom st, 

Rees, Joux Hay, Glynneath, Glam, Colliery Mason April 
1 at 11 Off Rec, Government biags, St Mary's *t, 
Swansea 

Ropixsox, Tow Newrow, Ashton under Lyne, Clerk April 
Bat3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, 
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eracamas, ou Lasetane, Eastbury, Lambourn, 
Farmer April l at 12 1,8t Aldate’s, Oxford 
Swass, Eowarp Martcuetr, Great Yarmouth, Butcher 
April lat1 Off Rec, 8, —_ Norwich 
Taorsiey, es Bolton, nes, Operative Cotton 
er April3at 3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 
Townsexv, Haney, Wisbech, Cambs, Tailor April 1 at 12 
Off Ree, 8, King st, Nor@ich / 
Victor, Eumanvuet Apranamsa, Arlington st, Piccadilly, 
Agent April5at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Waker, sy R mig Miller A ws 3 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, 5, Victoria bldgs, London 
Warxey, W sans Suearp, Bexley Heath, Kent, Nursery- 
man April4at 3.15 115, High st, Rochester 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Barker, James, ~~ eee Notts Nottingham Pet Mor 
22 Ord Mar 2: 


Barwet, Grorce P, | ee Agent High Court Pet 
Jan ‘ jrd Mar 

Baxter, Groncr a Buckingham st, Adelphi 
High Court Pet Feb8 Ord Mar2l 

Bowrox, Joun Aviex, and Sionezy Bowrow, Kirby st, 
Bermondsey, Leather Merchants High Court Pet 
Mar 21 Ord Mar 21 

—=e James, West Ham, Essex High Court Pet 
Jan 26 Ord Mar 21 

Casyetty, Atice, Eckington, Derby Chesterfield Pet 
Mar 2) Ord Mar 20 

Coster, Frank Groror, Upton on Severn, Stationer Wor- 
cester Pet Mar20 Ord Mar 20 

Counse.t, Eowaap, Hanover st, Peckham, Grocer High 
Court Pet Mar20 Ord Mar 21 

Downisc, James Leiontox, Cuagtes Esxest Dowsina, 
Frepverick Evoar Downine, and Sypxey ARTHUR 
Downixe, Chesterton, Staffurd, Brick Manufacturers 
Hanley Pet Feb 28 Ord Mar 21 

Duycas, Avpert, Manchester, General Dealer Salford 
Pet Mar v2 Ord Mar 22 

Evans, Wiit1am Heway, Resolven, Glam, Collier Neath 
Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 

Gresixs, Tuomas, High st, Shadwell, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Feb 21 Ord Mar 21 

Guasxis, Ris, Manchester, Manufacturing Milliner Man- 
chester Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar 22 

Hanznts, Atreep James, Bedford "hedford Pet Mar 21 
Ord Mar 21 

Hervert, Witttam Hewsry, Queen’s gate High Court 
Pet Feb 11 Ord Mar 20 

Jouxsox, Jonx, and Jouw Jonxsox, jun, Leeis Leeds 


Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar 20 
Kitse.tt, Tuomas Rooers, Eggbuckland, Devon, Architect 
rd Mar 20 


Plymouth Pet Feb 2 

Lioyp, Freperick, Pi (Glam, Haulier Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar 20 

Masrens, ALeert Eowanp Herroarp, Wellington, Somerset, 
Farmer Taunton Pet Mar 4 Ord Mar 21 

Mipp.ietox, E H, Piymouth, Commercial Traveller Ply- 
mouth Pet Feb10 Ord Mar 20 

wanes, Agtuvue Buananp, Kingswood, Glos, Grocer Bristol 

et Mar 15 Ord Mar 21 

“et, Avrrep Ricuarp, => st, Tailor High 
Court Pet Mar 20 Ord 

Rosears, Wiittam Jones, _. Festiniog, Mason 
Portmadoc Pet Mar 21 Ord Mar 21 

Rooceason, Josuvua, Handforth, Cheshire Stockport Pet 
Mars Ord Mar 22 

8:tpown, Dayret, Coalville, Leicester, Commission Agent 
Burton on Trent Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar 20 

Sore, WiitiaM Patenaty, New ir Surrey Kings- 
ton, Surrey Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar 2 

Trpauot, ee Abertillery, Mon, ' house 
Keeper Tredegar Pet Dec 20 Ord Mar 13 

Tuorytxy, Heaneat, Bolton, Operative Cotton Spinner 
Bolton Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar 20 

Tuy, Jony, Winchester, Wine Merchant Winchester 
Pet Marl Ord Mar 20 

Tvuxes, Baws amin, Holyhead, Anglesey, Watchmaker Ban- 
gor Pet Mar22 Ord Mar 22 


London Gazette.—TURSDAY, March 28. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


BAKER, WILLIAM, Bishops Tawton, Devon, Farmer Barn” 
staple Pet Mar23 Ord Mar 23 
BARDELL, FREDERICK CROSS, Bungay, Suffolk, Baker 
Great Yarmouth Pet Mar 2% Ord Mar %4 
BROGDEN, ARTHUR, Blackburn Blackburn Pet Mar 22 
Ord Mar 22 
PRUCE, BRUTHERS, a Surrey, Greengrocers Croydon 
Pet Mars Ord Mar 2 
CALLANDER, ALEXANDER, * Hendon, Middlesex, Travelling 
Draper Barnet ret Feb 27 Ord Mrr 23 
CuurcH, Eowarp HENRY, Midsouer Norton, Somerset, 
Stud Groom Wells Pet Mar25 Ord Mar 25 
DALLIMORE, WALTER LovIs, Buckland St Mary, Somer- 
set, Farmer Taunton Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 
DRIVER, CHARLES HENRY, Mitcham, Farmer Ipswich 
Pet Mae 25 Ord Mar 25 
Durrett, JAMES, Keynsham, Somerset, Horse Dealer 
Bristol Pet Mar : v4 Ord Mar 24 
FERGUSON, JOHN WILLIAM, Merthyr Tydfil, Clerk Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 44 
GALE, GZoRGE MERWOOD, Richmond, eat Draper 
Wandsworth Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 2 
GAMBLE, HARRY RuDD, Wiggenhall, faint Mary the Vir- 
in, Norfolk, Farmer King’s Lynn Pet Mar25 Ord 
ar Z 
Q@RirFitHs, JOHN BowMAN,Liverpool, Plumber Liverpool 
Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 
HALLAMORE, E H, Queen V neate st, Accountant High 
Court Pet Jan 17 Ord Mar 24 
HARRKAWAY, JOHN BowDEN, Catew.ck, Middlesex Brent- 
fora Pet Feb 24 Ord Mar 23 
HARRISON, WILLIAM GEORGE BLANNIN, Brynmenin, nor 
Bridgend, Collier Cardiff Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 
HEARD, HERBERT J AMES MONZANI, Wood Green, Middlesex, 
hoolmaster Edmouton Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 
Huss, FREDERICK 8, Eelsize rd, Swiss Cottage High 
Court Pet Dec 30 Ord Mar 2 











—_ py ey Bristol, Fine Art Dealer Bristol Pet Mar 

( 

James, JOHN, Stratford, Essex, Coachbuilder High Court 
Pet Mar 3 Ord Mar 2% 

JENKINS, ARTHUR FREDERICK, Margate, Kent Canter- 
bury Pet Maré ord Mar 25 

LARBALESTIER, JOHN HENRY, Newbury, Dental Surgeon 
Newbury Pet Mar22 Ord Mar 22 

Pocock, EDWARD, ‘Birmingham, Leather Merchant Bir- 
mingham Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar 24 

PRATT, HUBERT BEVAN, Oxford, Electrician Oxford Pet 
Mar 22 Ord Mar 2z 

PROWSE, SAMUEL, Holbeton, nr Plymouth, Devon, Builder 
Plymouth Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 

PUGSLEY, HENRY, Newport, Mon. Ship Store Merchant 
Newport, Mov Pet Feb 23 Ord Mar 2z 

RODGERS, WILLIAM HENRY, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet 
Febz3 Ord Mar 22 

SLATER, HERBERT, Ab Kettleby, Leicester, Joiner Leices- 
ter Pet Mar25 Ord Mar 25 

SMITH, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Dorchester, Baker Dor- 
chester Pet Mar25 Ord Mar 25 

SMITH, JOHN, Norwich, Baker Norwich Pet Mar 25 Ord 
Mar 25 

STEVENS, WILLIAM AMOS, _ Halstead, Essex, Colchester 
Pet Mar25 Ord Mar 2 


STORER, ROBERT JOHN MAYNARD, Mossley hill, Liverpool, 
Motor Car Proprietor Liverpool Pet Mar 3 Oid 
Mar 23 


WALSH, JOHN, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler Notting- 
ham Pet Mar21 Ord Mar 23 


WARBURTON, THOMAS, Frodsham, Chester, Cattle Dealer 


Warrington Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 

WATKINS, KHYS PHILLIP, Tredegar, Mon, Master Boot- 
maker ‘Tredegar Ord Mar 23 Pet Mar v3 

WOLFE, MAX, Leeds, Tailor’s Assistant Leeds Pet Mar 
23 Ord Mar 23 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

BARKER, JAMES, Awsworth, Notts April5at1l Off Rec, 
4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Biee@s, ARTHUR FREDERICK, Ryde, I of W, Grocer April 
6at 11.30 Off Kec, 93, High st, Newport, I of W 

BRE(T, ELIZABETH, West Bromwich April5 at 12 Rus- 
kin cha. brs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

BROADY, LIPMAN, Sheffield, Painter April 5 at 11.30 Off 
Kec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

BROGDEN, ARTHUR, Blackburn April 5at 9.30 St John’s 
Lodge, Richmond ter, Blackburn 

BRUCE BROTHERS, Epsom, Surrey, Greengrocers April 6 
at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

BURRAGE, LEONARD FRANCIS, Sutton, Surrey, Joiner 
April 5 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

CARNELLY, ALICE, Eckington, Derby Aprii 6 at 12 Off 
Rec, 5, Victoria bidgs, London rd, Derby 

CHAPMAN, ALLAN, Nottingham, Grocer April 5 at 11 
Uff Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

CRAFT, JOHN ARTHUR, Billingshurst, >ussex, Veterinary 
Surgeon Apriléat2 King’s Head Hotel, Hersham 

CUSWORTH, ALBERT, Doncaster, Slater Aprii5at lz Off 
Rec, Figtree lo, Sheffleid 

Durretr, JAMES, Keynsham, Somerset, Horse Dealer 
April 5 at 1145 off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

DUNCAN, ALBERT, Stretford, Lancs, Geveral Dealer April 
6 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

EVANS, WILLIAM HENRY, Resolven, Glam, Collier April 
5 at 11 Off i.ec, Government bidgs, 5t Mary st, 
Swansea 

GALE, GEORGE M&rwoop, Richmond, Surrey, Draper 
April6at 12 132, York rd, Westminster bridge rd 

GRAVES, ARCHIBALD, Wolverton, Bucks, Draper April 7 
at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

HALLAMORE, E H, Queen Victoria st, Accountant April 
10 at t Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

HARRIS, ALFRED JAMES, Bletchley April 5 at 11 Off 
Rec, The Parade, Northampton 

Hkss, FREDERICK 38, Belsize rd, Swiss Cottage April 10 at 
1l Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

HigH, CHARLES CHRISTMAS, Norwich, Timber Carter 
April5 at 12 Off Kec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Hupp, JAMES, Bristol, Fine Art Dealer April 5at12 Off 

26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

JAMES, JOHN, Stratford, Essex, Coach Builder April 10 at 
11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

JENKINS, ARTHUR FREDERICK, Margate, Builder's Fore- 
man April5at10 Off Rec, 68A, Castle s¢, ¢ anterbury 

MCCARTHY, DANI&L, Great Yarmouth, Fruiterer April 5 
atl Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

MatIRk, JAMES COBB, Leaveland, nr Faversham, Kent, Far- 
mer April5at 1015 Off Rec, 684, Castle st, Canter- 
bury 

MARKLEW, GEORGE, Cannock, Stafford, Tailor April 6 
at 12 Off Kec, Wolverhampton 

MEADE, FRANCIS, Langport, Somerset, Merchant April 6 
at2.45 Three Choughs Hoiel, Yeovil 

PALMER, ROBERT EMSLEY, and CHAKLES JOHN CUTTER, 
Haie, Cheshire, Builders April5at3 Off Rec, Byrom 
st, Manchester 

PERRY, ARTHUR BURNARD, Kingswood, Glos, (Grocer, 
April 5 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, baldwin st, Bristol 

Pocock, Epwarp, Birmingham, Leather Merchant 
April 5 12.30 Ruskin chmbra, 191, Corporati.n st 
Birmingham 

Roperrs, WILLIAM Henry, Leeds, Joiner April 5 at 3 
Uff Rec, 24, Bond st, 

SEVENOAKS, GEORGE, Lianvilio, Brecon,} Farmer April 7 
at 2.30 Wellington Hutel, brecon 

SITDOWN, DANIKL, Coalville, Leicester, Commission Agent 
~— 6 = 11.30 Off Ree, 5, Victoria bidgs, London 


td, Derby 

SLATER, ~eeeene, sp Rettiety, Leicester, Carpenter 
April 6 at 12 Off kec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

SOLE, WILLIAM PATENALL, New Malden, Surrey April 5 
ati2 1is2, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

— BENJAMI¥, Holyhead, Watchmaker April 7 

2 «ypc habra, Batcace row, U sester 

WALsH, Jony, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler April 5 
at 2.30 Off Rec, 4, Castie pl, Park st, No: tinzham 

Walse, WILLIAM FRANCIS CECIL, Worcester, Beer 
Kottler April 5 at 11.30 Off Rec, 11, Copen. agen st, 
Worcester 


Warns,  Heway " Jauns, Ryde, I of W, Watchmaker 
April éatiz.15 Off Rec, 98, High st, Newport, lof W 

WhHttr, WILLIAM, Burlescombe, Devon, Farmer April 
8 at z 10, Hammet st, Taunton 

WruLians, CHARLES THOMAS HENRY, Rockland St Peter 
Norfo'k, Farmer April 5 at 12.20 Off Rec, 3, King at 
Norwich 

woe Max, Leeds, Tailor’s Assistant April 5 at 3,30 

Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Levus 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
ABRAHAMS, Victor EMANUEL, Arlington st, Piccadilly, 
Land Agent High Court Pet Mari? Ord Mar 2% 
BAKER, WILLIAM, Bishop’s Tawton, Devon, Farmer 
Barnstaple Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 

BARDELL, FREDERICK Cross, Bungay, Suffolk, Baker 
Great Yarmouth Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 

BATLEY, ARTHUR HENRY, Piccadilly circus, Builder 
High Court Pet Dec 2 Ord Mar 25 

BRETT, ELIZABETH, West Bromwich, Carriage Builder 
fest Bromwich Pet Mar8 Ord Mar 25 

BROGDEN, ARTHUR, Blackburn Blackburn Pet Mar 22 
Ord Mar 2 
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A book on the leading question of International Policy 
and International Law. 


THE DECLARATION OF LONDON, witn a 


Introduction and Notes and Appendices. By NOK- 
MAN BENTWICH, sometime Whewell International 
Law Scholar of C am bridge University and of Lincoln's 
Inn, Barrister- at-Law. 
: Evvivrenam Witson,54, Threadneedle-street, E.C. 
Sweer & Maxwet,. Lrp.,3, Chancery Lane, W.C. 


LLOWANCES mane for the 014 Editions 
ot many Standard Law Books, including Lewin on 
Trusts (llh); Prideaux’s Conveyancing 
ach ; Archboid’se Criminal Law (23rd); 
Davidson’s Conveyancing (i8th); Stone’s 
Justices’ Manual (4nd), etc, etc, in Part- 
payment for the New Editions. Address :— 


THE KELLY LAW-BOOK COMPANY, LTD., 
57, CAREY STREET, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 











REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS, 


A Large a of Second- hand Reports and 
Text-books always on Sale. 


Libraries Valued or Purchased. 
3, Bream’s Bulidings, Chancery Lane, E.C. 





_THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


April 1. torr, 





Bubp, WILLIAM CHARLES, Catford, Kent, Jobmaster 
Greenwich Pet Mari7 Ord Mar 24 

BURRAGE, LEONARD FRANCIS, Carshalton, 
Croydon Pet Febl Ord Mar 24 

CuurcH, Epwarp Henry, Midsomer Nortoo, Somerset, 
Stud Groom Wells Pet Mar % Ord Mar 25 

DALLIMORE, WALTER Lovrs, Buckland Saint Mary, Somer- 
set, Farmer Taunton Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 

Downes, LACKY FREDERICKR WILLIAM, Ironmonger In, 
Secretary to Company High Court Pet bec 12 Ord 
Mar 2% 

DRIVER, ‘CHARLES HeNaY, Hitcham, 
Ipswich Pet Mar25 (Ord Mar 25 

FERGUSON, JOHN WILLIAM, Merthyr Tydfil, Clerk Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Mar2é Ord Mar 24 

GALE, GrornGe MERWoop, Richmond, Surrey, 
Wandsworth Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 

GAMBLE, HaRny Rupp, Wiggenhel!, Saint Mary the Vir- 
gin, Norfolk, Farmer King’s Lyon Pet Mar25 Ord 
Mar 25 

HARRISON, WILLIAM GEORGE BLANNIN, 
Bridgend, Collier Cardiff Pet Mar 23 

Hopp, James, Bristol, Fine Art Dealer Bristol 
23 Ord Mar %& 

Hutcuison, Groros THOMAS, Cottage grove, Bow 
Court Pet Nov 17 Ord Mar “4 

INMAN, CUTHBERT MARSHALL, Bedford row 
Pet July 23 Ord Mar 25 

JENKING, ARTHUR FREDERICK. Margate, Builder's Fore- 
man Canterbury Pet Maré Ord Mar 25 

LARBALESTEIR, JOHN HENRY, Speen, Newbury, 
Surgeon Newbury Pet Mar22 Ord Mar 22 

Mgncerk, WALTER, Brentford, Middlesex, Grocer 
ford Pet Feb Zl Ord Mar 24 

PRATT, HoBERT BEVAN, Oxford, Electrician 
Mar 22 Pet Mar v 

Prows#, SAMUEL, Holbeton, nr Plymouth, 
mouth Pet Mar2é Ord Mar 24 

Roperrs, WILLIAM Henay, Leeds, 
Feb 23 Ord Mar 24 

SLATER, HERBERT, Ab 
Leicester Pet Mar 25 

SMITH, FREDERICK WILLIAM, 
Dorchester Pet Mar 25 

SMITH, Jonn, Norwich, Daker 
ord Mar °5 

STEVENS. WILLIAM AMOS, 
Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 

THomAs, Joun, Pengam, Glam, Mining Contractor 
Court Pet Jan20 Ord Mar 24 

WaLsa, Jonny, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler 
ham Pet Mar?i Ord Mar 23 

WARBURTON, THOMAS, Frodsham, Chester, Cattle Dealer 
Warrington Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 

WARSHAWSKY, Grecory, Shaftesbury av 
Pet Sept 22 Ord Mar 23 

WATKINS, Ruves PHIL, Tredegar, Mon, Master 
maker ‘Tredegar Pet Mar23 (Ord Mar 23 

WoOLFR, MAX, Leeds, Tailors Assistant Leeds 
Ord Mar 23 


] AW.—Experienced Conveyancing Clerk 
4 required by firm of City Solicitors: capable of act- 
ing with only alight supervision.—Write, atating age, 
experience and salary required, to H., care of Osmond & 
On , 2h, Tawrence-lene, % 


I AW.—Firm of Solicitors desire to recom- 
4 mond good General Clerk desiring change; age 23 ; 
engrossing, book-keeping. debt collecting, County Court 
work, typist; country desired. —Apply to Rotires, 
Shaftesbury. 


WANTED. Advertiser, aged 27, desires 

responsible position in Solicitor’s Office ; thorough 
knowledge of accountancy, good correspondent, short 
hand writer, typist, and penman ; experience in engross- 
ing and County Court work ;! over eight years’ legal 
training.—Address, Box 23, care of “‘ Solicitors’ Journal,” 
37, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


N ORTGAGE Required on high-class 
1 Picture Palace now about being erected ; money 
can be arranged in either two stages or when the build- 
ing is up and fully equipped; about £5,000 required ; 
advertiser, a man of position, offers only the very best 
references; in reply please sate interest required, 
probable costa, &c.; redemption policy to secure the 
whole amount could be taken out.—Address, Morteace, 
“ Solicitors’ Journal * Office, 37, Chancery-lane, W.O. 


WV ORTGAGE Required on commanding 
Corner Shop Premises; situate in the heart of a 

basy town of 60,000 inhabitants; 30 minutes from 

London ; rental value £300 per annum : highest references 

= ‘Address, al Solicitors’ Journai” Office, 27, 
Jbancery-lane, W 


SOLICITORS and OTHERS.—Two- 
thirds Mo Required by Gentleman on a 
Freebold Plot of Land let at £350, rising to £450, on full 
repairing 21 years’ lease ; to solicitor advancing advertiser 
(who has other properties and can offer the best of bank - 
ing and commerciai references) may be disposed to give 
further business.—Address, 8. E., “ Solicitors’ Journal ”’ 
Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


£5,000 AT 5 per cent, Wanted on Free- 


hold Property worth £15,000; money 
required to improve premises. —Principals and Solicitors 
write H. L.. care of 10, High Holborn 


‘REEHOLD GROUND - RENTS. — To 

Trustees and Others. —£28 per annum secured upon 

four superior Residences, charmingly situated in N.W. 

suburb; let on agreements at £38 per annum ; price 

£728 ; recommended.—G, H. Pazorras, 96, Finsbury- 
pavement, E.C. 


Surrey, Joiner 


Suffolk, Farmer 


Draper 


Brynmenin, nr 
Oid Mar 23 
Pet Mar 


High 


High Court 


Dental 
Brent 


Oxford Pet 


Builder Ply- 


Joiner Leeds Pet 
Kettleby, 
Ord Mar 25 
Dorchester, 
Ord Mar 25 
Norwich 


Leicester, Joiner 
Dorset, Baker 
Pet Mar 25 


Halstead, Essex Colcheste 
High 


Notting 


High Court 
Boot- 


Pet Mar 23 





























EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited 


LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS Gaaket Ge, 


10, 


vi : CLAYTON, 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 


(ESTABLISHED 1823), 
Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Personal 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capita!, £637,525. 
The Society has moved fiom 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
30, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 





Tel. 8721 GERRARD. ESTABLISHED 1862, 


FOREIGN WORK. 


Accounts COLLECTED, DISPUTES ADJusTEp, 
AND LEGAL INSTRUMENTS SERVED IN ANY 
PART OF THE COMMERCIAL WORLD. 


WYS MULLER & Co., 
10, SAVILE ROW W., 


And at COLEMAN ST., E.C.; PARIS, BERLIN, BRUSSELS, 
AMSTERDAM, zuRicn, NEW YORK, &o., Ao. 


FOREIGN LEGAL WORK 
DR. WILLIAM Serene’ LL.D., 


Solicitor, OSTE 
Legal ‘oe to H. 8M. ——— 
Aquat for = is @ t incipal Beard 
f Marin nderwriters. y 
aa legat business in Belgium, France, and Holland 











INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 

Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A., 
M.D. (Camb). Principal; HENRY M. RILEY, Assoc. Soc 
Study of Inebriety. Thirty years’ Experience. Excellent 
Legal and Medicat References. For terms and particulars 


apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 
TELEGRAPHIC AppRess: “MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 





BUNTINGFORD RETREAT AND 


SANATORIUM. 


FOR CENTLEMEN SUFFERING FROM INEBRIETY OR 
ABUSE OF DRUCS, 
Privately or under the Inebriates Acts. 
Two Resident Physicians. 
Terms, 2 to 3 Guineas. } mile from Station, G.E.R. 
Telephone : P.O. 3, Buntingford. Telegraphic Address: 


“RESIDENT, BUNTINGFORD.” 


per y attenaed to. 
Address—24, RUE ROYALE. 
Te elegrams—“ NEUTS, OSTEND.” 














Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


FOUNDED IN THE REIGN OF WILLIAM & MARY, 1689. 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS, 


To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN, 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 


LEVEB SUITS IN CLOTH @& VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners, 
CORPORATION & UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 








Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOUSE, 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 


For Gentlemen under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
¥. 5. D. HOGG, M.R.C.S., &., 
Medical Superintendent. 
RICKMANSWORTH. 


Telephone: P.O. 16, 


LONDON GAZETTE 





(published by authority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—No,. 120, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
STREET, LONDON, 

] ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent. 

begs to direct tbe atvention of the Legal Protession 
to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of 
fifty years in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, 

&c., and to solicit their continued ‘ support. — N.B. 

Forms, Gratis, for Statutory Notices to Ureditors and 

Dissolutions of Partnership, with necessary Declaration. 

File of “ London Gazette’ ‘kept for free reference. By 

appointment. 


AW.—GREAT SAVING.—For prompt 
payment 26 per cent. will be taken off the following 
writing charges :— a 


8 per sheet. 
3 per 20 folios, 
2 per folio. 
© per sheet. 





Abstracts Copied 
Briefs and Drafts 
Deeds Round Hand 
Deeds Abstracted “ 
Fall Copies , 2 per folio. 
PAPER.— Foolscap, 1d. per sheet Draft, jd. ditto; 
Parchment, ls. 6d, to 3a. 6d. per skin. 
KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.C. 








Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. 


BY AUTHORITY. 


Every requisite under the Above Act supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 


SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and 
printed. OFFICIAL SEALS designed and executed, 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c. 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C, (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Fued. 





BRAND’S 
Al 
SOUPS. 


Of all Descriptions. 
Finest Quality only. 
Sold everywhere. 


BRAND & CO., Ltd., Mayfair Works, Vauxhall, S.W. 


KNIGHT, FRANK & RUTLEY'’S 
SALE ROOMS 


FOR 
JEWELS, FAMILY PLATE, PICTURES, 
FURNITURE, CHINA, 
And all classes of Valuable Property. 
SALES IN COUNTRY HOUSES. FIRE VALUATIONS. 








Special Estate Rcom for Auctions of Real Property 
and Investments. 


20, HANOVER SQUARE, LONDON. 
THEATRES. 


HIS MAJESTY’S THEATRE. 
Proprietor, Sir Herbert Beerbohm Tree. 
NIGHT wt aaer EVENING at8, Shakespeare's 
KING HENRY VIIL., Arthur Bourchier, Herbert Tree, 
and Violet Vanbrugh. 
Saturday, at 2. 


HIS MAJESTY’S THEATRE. 
waa 250th Performance of KING HENRY tar will 
place on WEDNESDAY eanT, April On 
Wednneday, A _ this oe positively uy with- 
UAL pOHAK ESPEARE 


dawn, in or 

FESTIVAL may be ugurated. On EASTER MON- 
DAY,A 17 Lie s A MIDSUMMER NIGHT'S 
DREAM will be presented, with Mendelasohn’s music, 


and will be 





dresses Mr. Percy Anderson, New 
scenery ide Joveph Harker and Walter Hann, 











